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The Reformed Doctrine of the Lord’s Supper 


K. Barth said in 1923: “Uncertainty prevails in the Lutheran 
communion also, and they have Crypto-Calvinists and even 
Crypto-Zwinglians among them in fairly large numbers — at least 
in respect of the question of the Lord’s Supper.” (The Word of 
God and the Word of Man, p. 260.) Is that true? The Allg. Ev.- 
Luth. Kirchenzeitung wrote April 10, 1931: “The false teaching of 
the Lord’s Supper, which has split the Church since the days of 
Marburg, has invaded our Lutheran Church and is today pene- 
trating its innermost circles. How many of our pastors are 
teaching what Luther taught? To be sure, there are pastors and 
congregations still holding the true faith. But the situation in 
general is this, that every conceivable error regarding the Lord’s 
Supper has its adherents.” Last year Professor Sasse wrote: 
“It is an appalling fact that those pastors and theological pro- 
fessors who today adhere to the old Lutheran doctrine of the 
Lord’s Supper constitute a very small minority.” (Kirche u. 
Herrenmahl, p.67.) In Lutheran Germany the Reformed teach- 
ing prevails. And while the situation is not nearly so bad in 
Lutheran America, even here Lutheran leaders are spreading 
Reformed views. 

Does this matter much? Why should the Reformed churches 
not retain the old Zwinglian-Calvinian teaching? What do the 
Lutherans lose who follow Calvin rather than Luther? 

They lose very much. The Reformed churches have cast away 
the priceless treasures which our Lord has placed in the Sacra- 
ment of the Altar and are depriving their people of great and 
wonderful blessings. Those who spread the Reformed teaching 
are committing a crime against the Lord and the Church. 

“I surely love with all my heart, the dear, blessed Supper 
of my Lord Jesus Christ, in which He gives me His body and 
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blood, to eat and drink it also bodily, with my bodily mouth, 
with these most sweet and gracious words: ‘Given for you, shed 
for you.’” (Luther, 19, 1292.) The Reformed are unable to utter 
such a prayer of praise and thanksgiving. They abhor the idea 
that the real body and blood of Christ are given with the bread 
and wine to be eaten and drunk sacramentally. They will not 
have Jesus give them His real, natural, substantial body. They 
repudiate the doctrine of the Real Presence as a satanic delusion. 
Satan himself, Beza declared, would abhor such an idea. He 
stigmatized the oral eating and the manducatio indignorum as 
“duos pilos caudae equinae et commentum, cuius vel ipsum 
Satanam pudeat.” “They speak so horribly of it [the Real 
Presence] that a godly Christian man should be ashamed to 
translate it.” (Form. of Conc. Trigl., p.997.) For four hundred 
years the Reformed churches have been insisting that, when 
Jesus says: “Take, eat; this is My body,” He is not giving His 
disciples His real body. Reformed theology has set out to rob 
Christendom of the priceless treasure of the Real Presence. 

The Reformed theologians do not hesitate to do violence to 
Scripture in order to accomplish their purpose. Christ’s words 
are plain: “This is My body”; but they would forbid us to 
accept these words in their plain, literal, native sense. One party 
among them declares that the Lord meant to say: This bread 


signifies My body. But it is impossible that the Lord meant that. 
“Is” cannot mean “signifies.”!» And 1 Cor. 10:16 ends all argu- 


1) Scripture never uses “is” in that sense. No human language does. 
(Luther, 20, 905.) For “language itself would commit suicide if it could 
tolerate the idea that the substantive verb shall express not substance, 
but symbol.” (Krauth, The Conserv. Ref., p.619.) The Reformed get 
desperate in their attempts to make “is” mean “signifies.” The Evan- 
gelical Quarterly (Edinburgh), for instance, says in its issue of July 15, 
1938: “Hoc est corpus meum Luther chalked on the table, and from that 
he would neither argue nor budge. But is that decisive? What does 
‘is’ mean in the very next word “This cup is the new testament in My 
blood’? If ‘is’ does not mean signify, represent, then the cup is the new 
testament and not what is in it. That is what is said, and there is no 
justification for taking ‘is’ literally in reference to the bread and as 
equal to signifies in reference to the ..».” The argument is rather 
involved, but whatever it is, it does not prove the point. (1) Even if “is” 
stood for “signifies” in this statement, that does not prove that it has 
the same meaning in the statement “This is My body.” It might mean it. 
But we ask: Must it mean it? Can it mean it? Besides, these two 
statements are not parallel. “This is My blood” is parallel to “This is 
My body,” but the statement under discussion: “This cup is the new 
testament,” etc., treats of an altogether different matter. (2) In the 
sentence “This cup is,” etc., the word “is” retains its proper, its only, 
meaning. Just as the statement of Christ “I am the Resurrection and 
the Life” means that in Christ we have life, in Christ there is life, so 
our statement means that in and through the cup we have, because of 
the blood of Christ it contains, the new testament, that is, the forgive- 
ness of sins. The forgiveness is there, in reality, not figuratively. (See 
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mentation on this point. The bread does not signify, but it “is the 
communion of the body of Christ.” The bread is there, and the 
body is there. Others are willing to let “is” retain its native 
sense but insist that the word “body” must be taken figuratively. 
“Body” does not mean the real body, but “symbol, emblem, of 
the body.” But that would be a reverse, upside-down metaphor, 
never used in legitimate speech. (Luther: “ein ruecklinger, ver- 
kehrter Tropus,” St. L., 20, 987.) Calvin, on this part, wanted to 
make “body” mean “the virtue and effect of Christ’s death.” We 
are wondering why Christ did not say that in plain language if He 
meant that. And we are wondering how Calvin could adopt the 
symbolical interpretation in the face of the words which Christ 
added: “given for you.” Beza turns against his teacher and 
declares: “The words which follow, to wit, ‘which is given for you’ 
and ‘which is shed for you,’ compel us to understand the words 
of the very substance itself of the body and blood of Christ... . 
Can there be anything more absurd than to say: “This is the effect 
of My death, which is given for you?” (The effect of My death 
is given into death for you!!) “We do not doubt that by the 
term ‘body’ is meant that very body which was assumed for our 
sakes and crucified.” And here again 1 Cor. 10:16?) puts a stop 
to all argumentation. The bread is not the symbol of Christ’s 


body, but the communion of the body.®» But the Reformed will 


Pieper, Chr. Dog., III, p.411.) And (3) the fact that the word “cup” 
is used figuratively for what it contains—we think that is what the 
writer is driving at— does not help him. Scripture itself indicates that 
the word “cup” is used figuratively. But that is not indicated in the 
statement “This is My body.” Nay, Scripture tells us plainly that the 
word “body” is meant literally. — E.Kaesemann asks us to believe this: 
“Waehrend in der Moderne, streng genommen, ‘ist’? und ‘bedeutet’ nie 
vertauscht werden sollten, hat die Antike auf Grund ihres eigenartigen 
Symbolbegriffes die Moeglichkeit, beides zu identifizieren.” (Abend- 
mahlsgemeinschaft? p.7.— A similar conceit is discussed in Pieper, Chr. 
Dog., 3, p.369.) No, “is” means “is” and cannot mean anything else. 
Hodge agrees: “The Lutherans maintain that ‘is’ never has, or can have, 
the meaning assigned to it by the Reformed, and in this they are right.” 
(Syst. Theol., 3, p. 662.) 


2) “Der Spruch ist auch die lebendige Arznei gewesen meines 
Herzens in meiner Anfechtung ueber diesem Sakrament.” (Luther, 20, 
pp. 235, 1082.) 

3) The words of Scripture are very clear. They present no difficulty 
to simple faith. A.E.Garvie traces Luther’s teaching on the Real Pres- 
ence of Christ’s body to “artificial metaphysics” (The Fatherly Rule 
of God, p.126); but what compelled Luther’s faith was the clear word 
of Jesus. He did not subject the words of Jesus to metaphysical treat- 
ment but declared: “My dear Lord Jesus Christ, a quarrel has arisen 
about Thy words in the Lord’s Supper; some insist that they mean 
something different from what the words indicate. But since these men 
do not give me anything certain but only confuse me and keep me in 
doubt and cannot in any way establish their text, I have stuck to Thy 
text and taken the words as they stand.” (20, 1037.) It is the Re- 
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not have it so. They will not have the real body of Christ present 
in the Lord’s Supper. Up to this very day their aim is to rob 
Christendom of the priceless treasure of the Real Presence. 

The Reformed resent this charge and insist that Calvin, 
rejecting Zwingli’s teaching that the Lord’s Supper is a mere 
memorial, taught a real presence as well as Luther; there is no 
real difference on this point between Luther and Calvin. Is that 


formed theology which operates with “metaphysics.” Compelled by 
philosophical, rationalistic considerations, these men refuse to abide by 
the plain statements of Jesus and busy themselves with finding new 
interpretations of the simple words. Anything goes; but the Real 
Presence must go! Luther listed seven different “interpretations,” all 
aimed at getting rid of the presence of the real body. Carlstadt denied 
that it is present in, with, and under the bread; for when Christ said, 
“This is My body,” He was simply pointing to His body and informing 
His disciples that while they were eating bread, His body sat at the 
table. Schwenkfeld read the text backwards and made Christ say: “My 
body is this—spiritual bread.” (Luther, 20, 1771.) At the beginning 
of the seventeenth century the Reformed were offering twenty-eight 
different interpretations. (Krauth, Conserv. Ref., p.607.) Since then 
the number has increased. Here are two samples of these modern 
interpretations: “Some of recent years have interpreted ‘This is My body’ 
to mean that this loaf which is broken and distributed is or represents 
the Church, which is Christ’s body.” (C.Gore, The Body of Christ, 
p. 243.) The latest interpretation is that the Aramaic phrase, which 
Christ probably used (den hu gufi) cannot be translated: “This is My 
body” but means: “This is My person.” (See Sasse, Kirche und Herren- 
mahl, pp.19, 49.) Anything to get rid of the Real Presence! Wilhelm 
Niesel (Reformed) declares that “from Zurich to Erlangen all are agreed 
that the words of Christ are to be understood symbolically, that modern 
exegetics and Bible-study has shown the correctness of the Reformed 
teaching.” (Abendmahlsgemeinschaft? Pp.37, 49.) H.Gollwitzer (Lu- 
theran) declares: “At all events we of the present day find it impossible 
to operate on the basis of a literal interpretation, as the old-Lutheran 
theologians did.” (Coena Domini, p.309.) We are wondering what find- 
ings of modern Bible research Niesel and Gollwitzer have in mind. 
The samples given above do not look any better than the extravagances 
of Carlstadt and Schwenkfeld: “This is the Church”! What could the 
Lord have meant when He said: This is the Church which is given into 
death for you”? As for the gufi-interpretation: did the Holy Ghost, 
then, make a mistake when He translated the word with o@ya? And 
even if Jesus had said: “This is My person,’ how would that help the 
case of the Reformed? What moves them to explain away the “body” 
would cause them to get rid of the “person.” Finally, what forgotten 
rule of language have these theologians of Germany lately discovered 
that would give sense to Calvin’s interpretation: Receive the benefits of 
My death, which benefits are given into death for you? — On the exegesis 
of the words of institution see Pieper, Chr. Dog., Ill, p.394ff.; Lehre 
u. Wehre, Vol. 50, p. 144 ff.; Turot. Mrury., Vol. 6, p.65 ff. Krauth, op. cit., 
p. 666 ff.; Gollwitzer, op.cit., p.8ff. (a fine presentation of the old- 
Lutheran exegesis), and Luther, Dass diese Worte Christi “Das ist mein 
Leib,” etc., noch fest stehen wider die Schwarmgeister, 20, 762ff. The 
study of the text, however, will not help the Reformed theologian one 
bit, though he be equipped with the finest mind and have mastered 
all languages, inclusive of the Aramaic, and the exegetics of all times, 
so long as he looks at the text with his rationalistic prejudice: the words 
cannot mean what they express. This inability of the ratio 
exegetes to take in the clear text will be discussed later. 
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true? When a Presbyterian some years ago declared in the 
Living Church that the Presbyterian Church does teach the Real 
Presence and said: “The doctrine of Calvin is a Real Presence. 
So is Luther’s,” Dr.Scratchley wrote in to say: “There is no 
question that Posclintidnatatn rejects an objective real presence 
of our Lord in the Sacrament; He is present really in that He is 
there by the faith of the worthy believer.... The early Presby- 
terians contended rigorously for the abolition of all acts that 
indicated a presence other than the subjective presence.” (The 
Living Church, Feb.1, 1930.) Dr. Scratchley is right in his main 
contention. Calvin did not teach the real presence of Christ’s 
body and blood. He did indeed say that Christ’s body is present. 
He could not avoid saying that in view of the text: “This is My 
body.” Der Text ist zu gewaltig da! Bishop Gore speaks of 
“the remodeled doctrine of Calvin, when he had separated him- 
self from Zwingli and asserted in the strongest language the actual 
and substantial communication to us in the Sacrament of Christ’s 
body and blood, His life and self, to be our spiritual food.” 
(Op. cit., p.53.) But if you ask Calvin, Do you believe that 
the real body is present? he answers, Absolutely not! “Necesse 
est, corpus Christi a nobis tanto locorum intervallo distare, quanto 
coelum abest a terra.... Totus [Christus] secundum corpus in coelo 
manens, ad nos sua virtute descendit.” (Consensus Tigurinus.) 
When Calvin speaks of a presence of Christ’s body, he substitutes, 
as does Gore, for “Christ’s body and blood” the concept “His life 
and self.” “Christ assures you that you truly partake of Him... . 
Christ withdrew His flesh from us. In His flesh He will remain 
in heaven. ... That the pious soul may apprehend Christ, it 
must rise to heaven.” (Institutes, IV, chap.17, §§ 10, 18, 30, 36.) 
In “remodeling” Zwingli’s doctrine, Calvin retained the essentials 
of Zwingli’s teaching. Calvin asserted as strongly as Zwingli that 
the real body is absent.4> The “dynamic presence” taught by 


4) Hans Asmussen (Lutheran) does not want us to identify Zwingli’s 
and Calvin’s teaching. “Ein solcher Fehler der Altvorderen liegt zwei- 
felsfrei in der naiven Gleichsetzung von Zwinglianern und Calvinisten.” 
(Abendmahlsgemeinschaft? P.14.) But the Reformed themselves admit 
that our fathers were right. Hodge tells us “that Calvin avowed his 
agreement with Zwingli and Oecolampadius in all questions relating to 
the Sacraments.” (Op.cit., III, p.647.) R.M.Adamson sets out “to 
rebut Wilberforce’s charge that in Calvin’s view ‘there is little that 
goes beyond the system of Zwingli.’” But what he quotes from Calvin: 
“The spiritual means whereby the bread and wine become to us the 
body and blood are faith on the part of the communicant” proves that 
Calvin agrees with Zwingli in rejecting the Real Presence. Calvin, it 
is true, teaches a subjective presence of Christ, a presence effected by 
faith. But in that he does not advance beyond Zwingli. For Zwingli 
also, as quoted by Adamson (p.61), teaches: “We believe that Christ 
is truly present in the Lord’s Supper; yea, that there is no communion 
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Calvin means that the body and blood are present in efficacy but 
absent in reality. 

The Reformed have not progressed beyond Calvin and Zwingli. 
For four hundred years they have been speaking of a real presence 
and repudiating the Real Presence. In his day John Owen 
preached in his Sacramental Discourses “that there is a peculiar 
communion with Christ in this ordinance”; but he added at once: 
“It is not a corporeal presence; there are innumerable arguments 
against that. Everything that is in sense, reason, and faith of a 
man overthrows that corporeal presence. The spiritual com- 
munication gives as real an incorporation, as if you did eat My 
flesh.” (Adamson, p. 98 ff.) In our day Hodge declares: “It is 
not His body and blood as such. ... To receive the body and 
blood as offered in the Sacrament or in the Word is to receive 
and appropriate the sacrificial virtue or effects of the death of 
Christ on the cross. ... The apostle teaches that by partaking 
of the bread and wine, the symbols of Christ’s body and blood 
given for us,” etc. (Op. cit., p.646f.) In Notes on the Heidelberg 
Catechism A.C. Whitmer writes: “The Lutheran, or consubstan- 
tiation, theory is that the elements are not changed but that ‘in, 
with, and under’ these are the real flesh and blood of Christ 
locally present and that both the natural and the spiritual are 
received by every communicant, but with benefit only where there 
is faith. The Reformed or Calvinistic theory is that the elements 
remain unchanged, and yet that the body and blood of Christ are 
really present, not locally or carnally but spiritually, by the 
Holy Ghost, and therefore are received only by the worthy com- 
municant.” (P.164.)© 


without such presence. ... We believe that the true body of Christ 
is eaten in the Communion, in a spiritual and sacramental manner, by 
the religious, believing, and pious heart.” — Among those who are guilty 
of “naively putting Calvin in the same class with Zwingli” are Pieper 
(op. cit., 3, p.354), Bente (Trigl., Hist. Intr., p.174), Sasse (Here We 
Stand, p.148), and Gollwitzer (Coena Domini, p.124: “Calvin setzt in 
seiner Auslegung der Einsetzungsworte hinter das von ihm gebrauchte 
Adverb ‘realiter’ bei der Betonung der Austeilung des Leibes Christi in 
Klammern ein entschuldigendes ‘ut vulgo loquuntur’”). 

5) When the Reformed use the term “local presence” as descriptive 
of the Lutheran teaching, they do not always mean to insinuate that the 
Lutherans teach the monstrosity of a local presence of Christ’s body, the 
larger body of Christ occupying its commensurate amount of space in 
the smaller wafer. Hodge: “The Lutherans deny that they teach any 
such presence (local presence). They say that the body and blood of 

are with, in, and under the bread and wine. They are held in the 
hand and taken into the mouth. This is all the Reformed mean when 
they speak of a local presence, a presence in a definite mee peeees of space.” 
(Op. cit., p. 679.) That is exactly what we teach: s body is present 
in this definite space, sacramentally but kel cand ventiy. And that is 
exactly what the Reformed reject.— As to the Lutherans teaching con- 
substantiation, Gore knows more about the matter than Whitmer and 
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The Reformed cannot bring themselves to say that the body 
of Christ is really, objectively, present. They will only say that it 
is present, subjectively. Bishop Gore tries very hard to speak of 
an objective presence. He defines it correctly: “This is what is 
called the doctrine of an objectively real presence in the Eucharist. 
It expresses the belief that independently of the faith of the 
individual the body and blood of Christ are present ‘under the 
forms’ of bread and wine or in some real, though undefined, way 
identified with them.” He speaks of “the objective presence in, 
under, or with, the consecrated elements.” But what it finally 
comes to is this: “Jesus declared that this bread and this cup 
were to be identified by the faith of His disciples with His body 
and blood. Where their bodily eyes saw these outward symbols, 
with spiritual eyes, they were to all the body and the blood; while 
with the mouth of the body they were to eat and drink the earthly 
food, with the mouth of faith they were to eat and drink the 
spiritual realities.” (Op. cit., pp. 14, 232 ff., 246,263.) W. Niesel 
tries very hard to establish a reality, Wirklichkeit. “Das Wort 
bewirkt es, dass das, was die Zeichen veranschaulichen, Wirklich- 
keit wird. Durch Wirkung des Heiligen Geistes wird das Opfer von 
Golgatha, Christi Leib und Blut, im Abendmahl gegenwaertig und 
uns geschenkt.” But if you ask him if the body and blood is 
present, he tells you: “Der Leib und das Blut Christi koennen doch 


nicht in dem Brot und Wein sein.... Die Zeichen tragen die Sache 
selber nicht in sich.” (Op. cit., p.54f.) From Zwingli and Calvin 
down to Niesel the Reformed theologians repudiate and denounce 
the teaching that together with the bread and wine the very body 
and blood of Christ are given to the communicants to eat and to 
drink.® 


the great majority of the Reformed writers. He speaks of it in this way: 
“The Lutherans with their (reputed) consubstantiation. ... Luther’s 
view — called consubstantiation by its opponents.” (Op. cit., pp. 53, 235.) 
Bishop Waterland: “The Lutherans disown augmentation and impanation, 
yea, and consubstantiation; and if it be asked at length what they admit 
and abide by, it is a sacramental union.” (See further Krauth, op. cit., 
pp. 130, 339.) 

6) How they abhor such a teaching! The Reformed Church fathers 
denounced it as “impious, foolish, inhuman” (thus Zwingli; see Krauth, 
p. 756), as “a delusion of the devil,” due “to the fearful fascination of 
Satan” (thus Calvin, Inst., IV, chap.17, §§ 19, 23). Those who believe in 
the Real Presence are “a stupid race of men.” They even described the 
Lutheran Lord’s Supper as “Cyclopean eating, a Thyestian banquet,” 
spoke of a “baked God,” and used such terms as “carnivorae, sarcophagi, 
anthropophagites, cannibals, Fleischfresser, Blutsaeufer.” The same spirit 
animates Reformed leaders of the present day. Adamson is in accord 
with the statement: “The Church, forsaking the rule of spiritual inter- 
pretation, ruined itself and set up a monster.” It was the ra wi of 
a judgment of God: “Poor obstinate Luther, to punish his obstinacy, 
was permitted to hold it with fierce contention against the Reformed 
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The Reformed theologians, the Reformed ministers, will not 
have their people come to Communion with the idea of receiving 
the real body and blood of the Lord. The Reformed celebration 
of the Lord’s Supper is not intended to be, and is not, a Sacrament 
in which the communicants partake of the body and blood of 
Christ, sacrificed on Calvary for the remission of our sins. A won- 
drous treasure Christ gives His Church — and Reformed theology 
casts it aside.” 


churches.” (Op. cit., pp.99, 126.) Hodge subscribes to the verdict of 
Calvin in the Consensus Tigurinus: “It is an irrational and impious 
superstition to include Him in the earthly elements.” He subscribes to 
the twenty-fourth article, which calls the Lutheran doctrine “no less 
absurd” than the Catholic transubstantiation and in describing it uses 
the terms “crassa figmenta atque futiles argutiae.” (Op. cit., pp. 633, igre 
The Watchman-Examiner of Sept. 27, 1928, calls it “an absurdity,” 

in discussing the old cry of “sacramental cannibalism” the emit 
Quarterly says that “the phrase is needlessly offensive.” However, “the 
very offensiveness of it compels attention to the grossness of the teach- 
ing” not only of Rome but also of the Lutheran Church. “The truth is, 
the more one thinks of the idea of the presence of the body and blood 
of Christ in the elements at the Supper, the more grotesque it becomes.” 


7) The majority of the Lutheran professors and pastors in Germany, 
Sasse and others declare, have allied themselves with the Reformed in 
combating the doctrine of the Real Presence. One of the leaders of these 
renegade Lutherans, P. Althaus, states his position thus: “Unser Nein 
zu Calvin besagt nicht einfach ein Ja zu Luthers und der altlutherischen 
Abendmahlslehre. ... Was heisst es, dass Jesus den Juengern Brot und 
Wein als seinen Leib und Blut gibt? Die Handlung ist zunaechst Jesu 
letztes Gleichnis: er verkuendet im Sinnbild samt dem deutenden Wort 
sein nahes Sterben; er stellt, indem er Brot und Wein zu Sinnbildern 
seines Opfertodes macht, die Bedeutung seines Todes fuer das Leben 
der Menschen dar: ‘Ihr lebt davon, dass ich sterbe.’ Aber das letzte 
Mahl Jesu ist nicht nur Predigt von dem Segen seines Todes in Form 
einer symbolischen Handlung, es ist in der Form der Gleichnishandlung 
selber Akt, Tat. Indem Jesus das Brot und den Wein zu Sinnbildern 
seines Sterbens macht und so zu geniessen gibt, verleiht er damit im 
gleichnishaften Pfande Anteil an dem Ertrag seines Sterbens. Er gibt 
seinen Tod, sich selbst, als den fuer sie Sterbenden, den Juengern zu 
eigen —zu einer eben durch sein Sterben fuer sie begruendeten Ge- 
meinschaft, die nun Vergebung der Suenden, unio mystica, ewiges 
Leben ist. Die Abendmahlshandlung des Herrn ist also ein Tatgleichnis, 
das heisst, reale Gabe in bildlicher Handlung. ... Christus gibt uns 
nicht himmlisches Blut, sondern sein geschichtliches Sterben als gegen- 
waertig-wirksame Wirklichkeit zu eigen.” (Die lutherische Abend- 
mahlslehre in der Gegenwart, pp.37, 43f.) If Calvin had read this, 
he would have said: That is just about what I have been saying. Some 
Lutherans in America, too, have gone over to the Reformed. The 
Lutheran Church Quarterly, 1936, p.353, writes: “Jesus chooses this 
bread as the instrument which He will use to bring His presence and 
His saving power to us. It expresses and accomplishes the saving pur- 
pose of delivering from sin and restoring to God, just as did the flesh 
in which He once lived. Therefore He properly calls it His body. 
Likewise the blood is the symbol and power of life. So Jesus chooses 
and uses this fruit of the vine to bring the power of His life into our 
lives; He conveys Himself and His living and healing and vitalizing 
power to all of us through it, just as the blood conveys the purifying 
and vitalizing oxygen to all parts of the body. Hence He properly 
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Reformed theology aims to take away from us a second 
blessing. It denies that the Sacrament of the Altar is medium 
iustificationis. “For this reason we go to the Sacrament because 
there we receive such a treasure by and in which we obtain 
forgiveness of sins.” (Large Catechism, V, § 22.) The Reformed 
tell their people such a treasure is not to be found there. We 
hear Christ say: “This (namely, that which you orally drink out 
of the cup) is My blood of the new testament, whereby I estab- 
lish, seal, and confirm with you men this My testament and New 
Covenant, namely, the forgiveness of sins.” (Form. of Conc. Trigl., 
p. 991.) The cup containing My blood is the bearer of the new 
testament gift, the forgiveness of sins gained by My shed blood. 
The Reformed do not hear Christ say that. Zwingli knows only 
this: “Coena dominica mortis commemoratio est, non peccatorum 
remissio.” (Opp., 3, p. 258.) In his Augsburg Confession he em- 
phatically states: “I believe and know that all Sacraments, far 
from conferring grace, do not even offer or present it.” (See 
Luther, 20, 1557.)® And Calvin does not know a thing more 
than Zwingli. He protests in the Consensus Tigurinus: “Acsi 
visibile signum, dum in medium profertur, eodem secum momento 
Dei gratiam adveheret!” A.H.Strong: “The Lord’s Supper sym- 
bolizes our personal appropriation of the benefits of Christ’s death.” 
Seven times he uses the word “symbolize”; never a word saying 
that the Lord’s Supper offers, gives, and seals the forgiveness of 
sins and the consequent blessings. 


calls the wine His blood, the medium of conveying spiritual life and 
sustenance to us. His real presence is truly in the Sacrament.” Any 
Reformed theologian could have written this. The Lutheran of Febru- 
ary 11, 1937, reviewing a book by Emil Brunner, writes: “We even 
doubt that Lutherans will find fault with his chapter on the Lord’s 
Supper,” with the statement “Not simply bread and wine, but Christ 
Himself is present in the Sacrament.” Calvin made many such state- 
ments in unfolding his denial of the Real Presence. As long as a man 
refuses to state that the real body is present, His statement that Christ 
Himself is present does not make his language Lutheran.—Let Lu- 
therans use exact language! When a writer in the Journal of the A.L.C. 
speaks of “our belief in the real presence of the living Christ in the 
blessed Sacrament of the Holy Eucharist” (pp.14, 16), he is using hazy 
language. The Reformed would say that this exactly expresses their 
belief. The Edinburgh Conference on Faith and Order officially de- 
clared: “We all believe that Christ is truly present in the Eucharist, 
though as to how that presence is manifested and realized we may differ.” 
(Christendom, II, No. 4, p.670.) Do not say that you are confessing the 
Lutheran doctrine when you speak of the presence of Christ. “We all 
believe that!” It is Lutheran doctrine that the body and blood of Christ 
are present. It is Reformed doctrine that Christ is present, not His 
body and blood. 


8) Zwingli offers this argument: “If the disciples received forgive- 
ness already in the Lord’s Supper, the death of Christ, occurring later, 
had no purpose.” (L.c., p. 1563.) 
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The Reformed deny the objective nature, the vis dativa, of the 
Sacrament. Adamson calls it “a saving rite”; he commends 
Luther, who “most deeply felt the importance of the objective 
means of grace, felt that the objective view of the Sacrament as 
a genuine means of saving benefit must be vindicated against the 
Quietists,” and then quotes Calvin (Inst., IV, chap.17): “The 
symbol shows that our souls are fed by Christ just as the corporal 
life is sustained by bread and wine,” and also insists on the objec- 
tive character of the sacramental blessing. (Op. cit., pp. 58 ff., 261.) 
But Calvin’s statement clearly shows that he does not believe that 
the Lord’s Supper itself offers the gift of forgiveness. It only 
symbolizes that the soul feeds on Christ by faith; faith must find 
the forgiveness of sins elsewhere — it must ascend to heaven and 
there feed on Christ. The Sacrament is only the symbol, not the 
bearer, of grace. According to Reformed theology the saving 
efficacy of the Sacrament lies in the faith of the communicant. 
According to Lutheran theology, faith is a vain dream and chimera 
where there is no offer and promise; if the Sacrament does not 
offer the forgiveness, faith cannot deal with the Sacrament as 
really “a saving rite.” 

Hodge quotes the Large Catechism: “In which we obtain 
forgiveness of sins. Why so? Because the words stand here and 
give us this; for on this account He bids me eat and drink, that 
it may be my own and may benefit me, as a sure pledge and 
token, yea, the very same treasure that is appointed for me 
against my sins, death, and every calamity.” Hodge says he agrees 
with this: “All that is here said is in perfect accord with the 
Reformed doctrine both as to the benefits to be derived from the 
Sacrament and as to the source from which those benefits are to 
be received.” (III., p. 674.) But how can he find himself in agree- 
ment with Luther, seeing that he denies that “the sure pledge and 
token,” the Lord’s body and blood, is really present, actually given? 
More than that, on page 650 he had explicitly stated that “the 
efficacy of this Sacrament as a means of grace is not in the sign 
nor in the word but in the attending influence of the Holy Ghost.” 
And on page 684, in Vol.II, he insists: “Efficacious grace acts 
immediately.” That is the Reformed slogan: Nulla res externa, 
sed solus Spiritus Sanctus confirmat fidem.®) The Reformed min- 
ister must tell his people: If you want forgiveness, if you want 
strengthening of your faith, you will not find it in the Sacrament. 
Look elsewhere. The vis dativa does not lie there nor the vis 
effectiva. Calvin tells them: Do not believe that “the visible sign 
brings the grace of God to you.” 

But do not the Reformed make much of the Lord’s Supper? 


9) References given in Gollwitzer, op. cit., p. 298. 
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The writer in the Evangelical Quarterly says: “The observance 
of the Lord’s Supper brings the soul face to face once more with 
the Savior in the fulness of His dying love and saving power. 
Most blessed is the privilege to sit at His table and receive the 
sacred emblems at His hand.” The Presbyterian Larger Catechism 
declares that the Sacrament signifies, seals, and exhibits the bene- 
fits of Christ’s mediation and strengthens faith. (Quest. 161 et seq.) 
According to the order arranged by Calvin the Reformed pray: 
“Grant us of Thy goodness that we may receive this great blessing 
with true sincerity of heart and ardent desire and endued with 
sure faith, enjoying together His [Christ’s] body and blood, or 
rather Himself entire,” etc.1°’ Do the Reformed derive no benefit 
from their Communion service? There is no doubt that the 
Reformed Christian, hearing the Gospel preached during the 
celebration of the Lord’s Supper, hearing that Christ shed His 
blood for the remission of sins, is assured of the forgiveness of sins. 
But he does not receive this assurance from the Lord’s Supper 
as such. He does not believe that the grace of God is offered and 
conveyed in the Sacrament, much less that this offer and gift is 
sealed through the body and blood given together with the bread 
and wire. “As though the visible sign brought the grace of God!” 
The Reformed preach the Gospel at their Communion service, but 
the Lord’s Supper as instituted by the Lord they withhold from 
their people. They deprive their people of the specific blessing 
inherent in the real Lord’s Supper. They cannot say with Luther: 
“T have this treasure, the body and blood of my Lord, given to me 
for the forgiveness of sins.” They have only, says Luther, “an 
empty shell,” “only the husks.” (20, 748 f., 752.) 

They have taken out of the Sacrament that which distinguishes 
this means of grace from the Gospel. They tell their people 
explicitly that the Lord’s Supper gives the Christian no additional 
help. Adamson speaks of “an assertion of Real Presence which is 
equally applicable to faith apart from any Sacrament at all.” 
(Op. cit., p.97.) Hodge: “Believers receive elsewhere by faith 
all they receive at the Lord’s Table.” (II, p. 647.) Well, do not the 
believers receive the full forgiveness of sins through the Gospel, 
apart from the Sacrament! Most assuredly, but the Reformed 


10) A few more similar statements. “The Lord’s Supper deserves 
the best place. ... Our old Scotch forefathers made much of Com- 
munion Sabbaths. Fasting, preaching, ‘fencing’ the tables against the 
‘ignorant’ and ‘scandalous’ were all done with meticulous care,” etc. 
(The Presbyterian, Dec. 4, 1930.) “The Christian finds in the Holy 
Supper an invaluable means of religious and moral quickening.” (Adam- 
son, op. cit., p.147.) “The Lord’s table is a most deep-solemn and tender 
message of divine truth. The elements, though symbolical, are not 
empty symbols. They have a rich spiritual import.” (H.C. Sheldon, 
System of Chr. Doctrine, p.524f.) 





652 The Reformed Doctrine of the Lord’s Supper 


mean something else. They mean that the Lord’s Supper carries 
no specific benefit. At the “Lutheran Diet,” 1877, a “distinguished 
divine, occupying an honorable position in a prominent seminary 
of the Presbyterian Church,” was quoted as saying: “It follows 
that in the same sense in which it is done at the Lord’s Supper 
believers do receive, and feed upon, the body and blood of Christ 
at other times without the use of the Sacrament and in the use of 
other means of grace, as prayer, meditation on the Word, etc.”; 
and the speaker commented: “With such views, of course, the 
Lutheran Church can have no sympathy or fellowship.” (The 
Lutheran Diet, p.72.) The Lutheran Church insists that a par- 
ticular blessing is attached to the Lord’s Supper — the offer of the 
forgiveness of sins as sealed by the body and blood of the Lord. 
The Reformed insist that the Christian does not need this additional 
assurance. W.Niesel declares: “The truth is that that which the 
Lord’s Supper gives we have every day by means of the sermon, 
reading of Scripture, and prayer. Indeed, what other communion 
with the Lord could be possible besides that which is brought 
about by the Word and the Spirit?” That, says Sasse, “describes 
exactly the position of the Reformed Church: Whatever spiritual 
blessings the Church has she would have without the Sacrament.” 
(Kirche u. Herrenmahl, p.73.) The Reformed do not want, they 
think they do not need, the additional guarantees, seals, pledges, 
which the Lord’s Supper offers by means of the body and blood 
of the Lord. Is it any wonder that Luther used sharp language 
in dealing with this spirit? “Furthermore they say: What need 
is there of the presence of Christ’s body in the Sacrament, seeing 
that faith can easily be strengthened without it, through the 
Gospel as otherwise preached? ... Does God think that, even 
though He is God, He alone is wise and would teach us, the 
spirituals? That is the second abominable blasphemy of Oeco- 
lampadius. For he who denies that that which God says and 
does is needed puts himself above God and claims to be better 
and wiser than God.” (20, 880f.) Our gracious Lord knows that 
we need to be assured by Him in various ways that He has for- 
given us our sins, that we need the assurance connected with the 
Real Presence. The Reformed tell Him that they do not need it; 
the Word is enough. Strictly speaking, they do not rely even on 
the Word.) But aside from that, who is Oecolampadius, who is 
Calvin, who is Niesel, to tell God that they get the very same 
blessing, the very same strengthening of faith, outside of the 
Sacrament as through it? 


11) “Efficacious grace acts immediately.” (Hodge.) The “external 
invitation” does not carry with it “the internal efficacy of grace.” (Calvin, 
Inst., III, chap. 21, 7.) 





The Reformed Doctrine of the Lord’s Supper 653 


The Lord’s Supper brings wonderful blessings to us. The 
Lord has been very good to us. He is telling us: “This cup is 
the new testament”; receive here the forgiveness of your sins.12) 
And shall we keep silence when these men tell the Christians that 
the Sacrament does not bring the grace of God to us? Is it nothing 
to you that they are despoiling Jerusalem of two great treasures, 
the Real Presence and the forgiveness of sins given in the Sacra- 
ment? Shall we exchange the Sacrament which the Lord insti- 
tuted for an ordinance of their own contrivance? 

And they are working additional havoc. They are over- 
throwing the authority of Scripture. They would substitute for 
the authority of Scripture the authority of reason. They refuse to 
take the words of Scripture as they read because that would 
conflict with the judgment of their reason. There is nothing in 
the text that compels them to forsake the literal sense; nothing 
in Scripture. But their reason impels them to seek a different 
interpretation. Zwingli proclaimed at Marburg: Deus nobis non 
proponit incomprehensibilia. Oecolampadius followed the same 
rule: A tropical interpretation must be applied “wherever in- 
convenientia and contradictions are found.” (See Gollwitzer, 
Op. cit., p.10.) Calvin followed the same rule and declared: 
“It is repugnant to all reason, viz., that Christ was seated at table 
under their eye and yet was contained invisible under the bread.” 
(Inst., IV, chap.17, § 23.) Owen declares that “everything that 
is in sense, reason, . . . of a man overthrows that corporeal 
presence.” Hodge repeats Calvin’s statement: “It is an irrational 
and impious superstition to include Him in the earthly elements.” 
(II, p.642.) The Evangelical Quarterly uses the same argument 
as Calvin: “How could any one present there think for one moment 
that His body should at once be standing before them with the 
blood coursing through His veins and be at the same time in the 
bread which He held in His hands and in the cup? It is simply 
inconceivable. . . . It was impossible.” And the apostate Lu- 
therans are saying with Kahnis: “Der zu Toetende, welcher vor den 
Juengern stand, konnte nicht Gegenstand des Genusses sein.” (Die 
luth. Dogm., I, p.619.) Two reasons, carnal reasons, dominate the 


12) “There we receive such a treasure by and in which we obtain 
forgiveness of sins. Why so? Because the words stand here and give 
us this; for on this account He bids me eat and drink, that it may be 
my own and may benefit me as a sure pledge and token, yea, the very 
same treasure that is appointed for me against my sins, death, and 
every calamity.” (The Large Catechism, V, § 22.) 

13) Before Zwingli had given the spirit of rationalism entrance into 
his heart, he wrote: “These words are clear, known to all men: ‘This is 
My body.’ Is that not a clear, short, certain word of God? Could God 
have used more exact and unmistakable language?” (See Conc. THEOL. 
Mruty., III, p.97. Lehre u. Wehre, 56, p. 304.) 
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Reformed teaching on this point: “First, reason does not know 
what to do with it. Secondly, there is no need for the presence 
of Christ’s body and blood in the bread and wine; that is absurditas 
et nulla necessitas.” (Luther, 20, p.580.) In order “to escape the 
scandalon of the bodily presence” (Sasse, K. u. H., p.59), Calvin 
and his followers adopt interpretations which are scandalous even 
to sober reason in that they do violence to the text. The judgments 
of carnal reason count for more with them than the assertions 
of Scripture. 

This Reformed principle, if consistently applied, would rob 
the Church of every single article of faith. “If we should judge 
the articles of our faith and Scripture according to reason and our 
senses, as Oecolampadius is here doing, every single piece of 
Scripture would contradict every other piece.” (Luther, 20, 796.) 
Is it any wonder that Luther, with whom one little word of Scrip- 
ture counted for more than all the world, was filled with hatred 
against the Reformed principle? “Die leichtfertige Art, mit der 
Schrift umzuspringen und sich ueber ihren Widerstand hinweg- 
zusetzen — sie meinte Luther mit seinem Marburger Schlusswort 
vom ‘andern Geist’ der Schweitzer.” (H. Gollwitzer, Abendmahls- 
gemeinschaft? P.107.)!* Is it nothing to you that they are 
undermining the walls of Jerusalem, the foundation on which 
faith rests, the sole and supreme authority of Scripture? . 

They are finally laying waste the whole land. The ruin 
extends to the most important, the most fundamental doctrines.) 
There is the doctrine of the Personal Union. The rationalistic prin- 
ciple Finitum non est capax infiniti, which compels the Reformed 
to deny that the bread can be the bearer of the body of Christ, 
compels them to deny, too, the all-important article of the com- 
municatio maiestatis..© And there is the articulus fundamenta- 
lissimus, justification by faith. This precious article is nullified, 


14) Bucer: “I beg you, will you not recognize me as brother? Do 
show us what in our teaching displeases you.” Luther: “I am not your 
master, I am not your judge nor your teacher. However, our spirit 
and your spirit do not go together. It is manifest that we do not have 
the same spirit; for that cannot be the same spirit when one party 
accepts the words of Christ in simple faith and the other party rejects, 
denounces, vilifies such faith as a lie and blasphemy.” (Walther Koehler, 
Das Marburger Religionsgespraech, p. 38.) 

15) “The sacramental issue is not one of those minor and negligible 
questions which impatient outsiders regard it as being; for it raises 
great principles and shows wide horizons, affecting the whole nature of 
the Church and the Gospel of Christ.” (H.W.Robinson, The Chr. 
Experience of the H. Ghost, p. 198.) 

16) “In order to keep Christ’s body out of the Lord’s Supper, Calvin 
(Inst., IV, chap.17, § 30) stamps it as a “monstrous” doctrine “to say 
that wherever His divinity is there His flesh is also.” (Pieper, Chr. Dog., 
Il, p.380. See also Proc. Syn. Conference, 1938, p. 18.) 
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in effect, by the Reformed teaching that the means of grace do 
not bring the grace of God to the sinner. The sinner will never 
obtain justification if he refuses to go to the only place where 
it is offered.17 Worse than that, the Reformed teaching that 
external things are of little help—the “Spirit” must do it— 
directs the sinner to rely for his salvation on his spiritual ex- 
periences, on something that goes on within himself. The Spiritual- 
ism which Reformed theology vaunts amounts to a justification 
by works.1®) “The difference between the Lutheran and Reformed 
Church reaches the innermost parts of faith.” (Walther, op. 
cit., p. 83.)1 

Is it nothing to you that they are carrying their depredations 
into the innermost sanctuary of Jerusalem? Shall we stand by 
unmoved and unconcerned? 

We are asked to do so. Lutherans are telling us that it does 
not matter.2® They are anxious to establish fellowship with the 


17) Luther: “They confess that Christ died on the cross and saved 
us, that is true; but they deny that by which we obtain Him, that is, 
the means, the way, the bridge, and approach to Him they tear down 
and destroy.” (3, 1692.) See Walther, Die lutherische Lehre von der 
Rechtfertigung, p.35: “Most so-called Protestant churches confess the 
article of justification by faith alone, but through their teaching on the 
means by which man is justified they subvert this article. In the first 
place they teach falsely concerning the means of grace, the means by 
which God offers and gives forgiveness.” 

18) Luther: “Do you not see the devil here, the enemy of what God 
ordains? See how with these words spirit, spirit, spirit, he makes you 
gape to heaven but in the mean while is tearing down the bridge, 
the way, the approach, the ladder, and everything by which the Spirit 
would come to you, that is, the external ordinances of God in bodily 
baptism, sign, and external word, and would show you, not how the 
Spirit comes to you, but how you should come to the Spirit, would 
teach you to sail on the clouds and ride on the wind; but they do not 
tell us how and when and where and what; they say, Experience it, 
just as we do.” (20, 203.) — Pieper: “All who deny with Rome, Zwingli, 
Calvin, and the moderns that the Lord’s Supper is primo loco a medium 
through which God forgives sins turn the Lord’s Supper into a human 
work.” (Op. cit., p.443.) And M.Schneckenburger, himself more or less 
Reformed, declares that the Reformed teaching here “approaches the 
Catholic teaching.” (See Pieper, op. cit., p. 199.) 

19) The Reformed historian Hagenbach writes: “An dem Woertchen 
‘ist’? oder ‘bedeutet’ hing freilich der Streit sichtbar. Das ist aber nur 
die aeussere Handhabe, an welcher wir die beiden verschiedenen theo- 
logischen Denkweisen der streitenden Parteien anfassen koennen, die 
aeusserste Spitze, worin sie auslaufen.” (Lehre u. Wehre, 56, p.543.) 
On the “different spirit” see further Proceedings Syn. Conference, 
1894, p. 7 ff. 

20) They are saying with C. M. Pfaff of old that “the doctrinal dif- 
ferences between the Lutheran and the Reformed Church amount to 
a mere war of words” and with the Lutheran Companion of April 7, 
1938, that “there are those who have begun so to quibble about the 
words used in this ‘testament’ and about ‘spiritual presence,’ ‘actual 
presence,’ ‘in-with-and-under,’ that its gracious provisions have been 
forgotten,” etc. 
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Reformed and to practise intercommunion.?!) We cannot do it. 
We cannot countenance or extenuate what the Reformed are doing 
to the Church. We are bound to preserve to the Church these 
priceless treasures. We owe this to our people and our children. 
And we owe it to the Reformed Church. We would have all 
Christians on earth rejoice with Luther: “I surely love it with all 
my heart, the dear blessed Supper of my Lord Jesus Christ, in 
which He gives me His body and blood, to eat and drink it also 
bodily, with my bodily mouth, with these most sweet and gracious 
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words: ‘Given for you, shed for you. TH. ENGELDER 
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The False Arguments for the Modern Theory 
of Open Questions 


A Translation of Dr.C.F.W.Walther’s Article Entitled “Die falschen 
Stuetzen der modernen Theorie von den offenen Fragen,” 
Lehre und Wehre, XIV (1868) 


(Continued) 

After having shown that the theory of open questions cannot 
be supported by assuming a gradual growth of dogmas through 
successive decisions of the Church, we shall prove in the following 
paragraphs that a doctrine must not first gain a so-called symbolical 
recognition before it can become a dogma of the Church and must 
not therefore be placed in the category of open questions until 
such recognition has been achieved. 

In the first place, this so-called symbolical recognition cannot 
be established from the historical development of symbols. The 
doctrines embodied in the Symbols were not included in the various 
articles in order that they might become doctrines of the Church 
but were included because they already were doctrines of the 


21) A strong movement in this direction is going on at present in 
Germany. And over here the Lutheran (Feb. 5, 1931) is protesting 
against the Galesburg rule, camparing it with “the interdict of the 
Middle Ages” and denouncing it as “an unpardonable misuse of eccle- 
siastical powers.” —It should have said with Luther: “It shocks one to 
hear that in one and the same church, at one and the same altar, the 
two parties [Lutheran and Reformed] should take and receive one and 
the same Sacrament, with one party believing that it receives nothing 
but bread and wine and the other believing that it receives the true 
body and blood of Christ. And I often ask myself whether it is possible 
that a preacher and pastor could be so callous and wicked as to tolerate 
such a thing,” etc. (17, 2016.) “When, in 1817, Professor Scheibel 
refused to join the rest of the Breslau faculty in a union celebration 
of the Lord’s Supper, he explained his refusal by saying that he could 
not participate until some one provided him with a Calvinistic exposition 
of the passage 1Cor.10:16.” (H.Sasse, Here We Stand, p. 150.) 
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Church. When the Augsburg Confession was submitted to Emperor 
Charles V, the Evangelical Estates declared: “In obedience to Your 
Imperial Majesty’s wishes we offer, in this matter of religion, the 
Confession of our preachers and of ourselves, showing what manner 
of doctrines from the Holy Scriptures and the pure Word of God 
has been up to this time set forth in our lands, dukedoms, dominions, 
and cities, and taught in our churches.” (Trigl.,p.39.) This state- 
ment does not say what manner of doctrine the followers of 
Luther were going to preach, teach, and defend, but what manner 
of doctrine they had been teaching, and intended to teach, upon 
the basis of Scripture, the pure Word of God. The Symbols are 
not a law imposed upon the Church, prescribing what she must 
believe and confess in days to come, but a confession, a protocol 
of what she already believes and professes. The Augsburg Con- 
fession, therefore, was not accepted as a confession of our whole 
Church because it had been drawn up, and was submitted, by her 
princes and her most learned theologians. It was accepted because 
it set forth the faith that was throbbing in the hearts of all true 
Lutherans. The Augustana, accordingly, begins with these words: 
“Ecclesiae magno consensu apud nos docent,” i. e., “Our Churches, 
with common consent, do teach,” a statement which must be sup- 
plied or repeated in every article of the Confession. Likewise 
all the other Lutheran Confessions are nothing more than the 
expression of the living faith of our Church. The fact that our 
Church accepted Melanchthon’s Apology, Luther’s two Catechisms 
and the Smalcald Articles, and the Formula of Concord prepared by 
Chemnitz and other theologians as her public Confessions does 
not lend any support to the argument of those men who contend 
that the doctrines set forth in these confessional writings were 
thereby for the first time made official dogmas of our Church. 
These doctrines had been the teaching of the Church before. 
In the Symbols they merely received ecclesiastical approval and 
were accepted. At Trent and Dort the procedure was different. 
There men with widely varying opinions and of conflicting schools 
of thought gathered around conference tables as authoritative 
representatives of the Church. They fixed “decrees” and “canons.” 
Questions which up to that time had been regarded as “open,” 
“unsettled,” “unfinished,” in the Roman and Reformed churches 
were declared to be “answered by the Church,” definitely “decided,” 
and henceforth “fundamental truths which must be taught by the 
Church.” Is it not extremely difficult to explain how men who 
espouse the Trent and Dort procedure can still accuse conscientious, 
confessional Lutherans of making a codex of laws out of the 
Symbols? 

In the second place, our Confessions do not claim to be 


42 








= 


658 False Arguments for Modern Theory of Open Questions 


a complete system of all doctrines taught by our Church. They are 
just a summary of the chief doctrines which our Church was 
compelled to defend in the critical Reformation period. The two 
Catechisms, for instance, are called enchiridia, handbooks, “small, 
plain, simple manuals of the chief parts of Christian doctrine to 
be used by pastors and preachers in the instruction of the young 
and old.” Therefore the doctrinal articles of the Augsburg Con- . 
fession close with this thought: “This is about the sum of our 
doctrine which is preached and taught in our churches that men 
may receive true Christian instruction, that consciences may be 
comforted, and the believers edified.” (Trigl., p.58.) The fol- 
lowing concluding sentence of the whole Augsburg Confession 
points in the same direction: “If there is anything that any one 
might desire in this Confession, we are ready, God willing, to 
present ample information (latiorem informationem) according to 
the Scriptures.” (Trigl., p.95.) Also in the introduction to the 
Thorough Declaration the Evangelical Estates declare that in the 
Augsburg Confession “they clearly and plainly made their Chris- 
tian Confession as to what was being held and taught in the 
Christian evangelical churches concerning the chief articles, espe- 
cially those in controversy between them and the papists.” (Trigl., 
p. 847.) Therefore Carpzov commented on the words of the Augs- 
burg Confession “This is about the sum of our doctrine” as follows: 
“Those who protested added the word ‘about’ deliberately. They 
did not intend to compile a catalog of all articles necessary for 
salvation, but in this Confession they dealt only with those dogmas 
which were in dispute and needed conscientious consideration in 
the light of God’s Word. Therefore public decrees have never 
been attempted, and those who protested have never promised ‘that 
they would teach no article in addition to those found in the Con- 
fession.’ They did promise ‘they would teach nothing contrary to 
the Confessions.’” (Isagoge in Libb. Symbol., p.115 sq.) This 
same thought Carpzov applied to all the other Symbols in the 
words: “No symbolical book is an adequate expression of all 
the articles and the fundamental dogmas of faith which must be 
believed. In each instance when the individual Symbols were 
being written, only those dogmas were taken into consideration 
which were in dispute and under fire. Herein lies the great dif- 
ference between Holy Writ and the Symbolical Books.” (L. c., p. 4.) 

The Jesuits, strangely, assumed a peculiar position. They 
insisted that the followers of Luther should not be permitted to 
teach any other doctrines than those which they had definitely 
set forth in their Confessions; in case the Lutherans taught 
additional doctrines, they should be deprived of the privileges 
which had been guaranteed them in the Religious Peace of Augs- 
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burg. Therefore, in the well-known Second Thorough Defense of 
the Precious Heritage (the Augsburg Confession) by the theolo- 
gians of Saxony in the year 1630 the whole eighteenth chapter is 
devoted to answering the question: “In view of the Religious 
Peace may the Evangelicals teach only those articles of faith as 
necessary for salvation which are expressly enumerated in the 
Augsburg Confession and teach none which are offensive to the 
Roman Church?” The answer naturally was an emphatic “No!” 
And the question of the Emperor whether the Evangelical Estates 
“intended to draw up, and submit, additional articles or whether 
they were satisfied with those which they had already submitted 
to His Imperial Majesty” was answered as follows: “His Imperial 
Majesty has graciously requested that the matters pertaining to 
religion be examined among us in love and charity and compared 
with the truth, the Word of God alone. This has been done in 
a truly Christian spirit in our official writing, the Augsburg Con- 
fession. All abuses, however, were not specified nor enumerated 
in this general Confession because its primary purpose was to set 
forth in particular all those doctrines which are preached in our 
churches as necessary for the salvation of souls. If His Imperial 
Majesty will study this Confession carefully, he will readily see 
that we have not accepted any unchristian doctrines.” At the 
same time they pointed to the concluding thought of the Con- 
fession, in which the Confessors state that they had submitted 
these articles so that a summary of their doctrine could be derived 
therefrom, and that they were ready to present ampler information 
according to the Scriptures if any one should desire it. 

These facts, without doubt, answer the question which Prof. G. 
Fritschel raised in his article “Luther and Open Questions.” He had 
asserted that certain articles were purposely omitted in the Augs- 
burg Confession. True, some articles were omitted. But here is 
the reason for this omission. They were omitted not because they 
had not yet been received as dogmas in the Lutheran Church or 
were still looked upon as open questions by the Lutherans; but 
because of the discord in the primary fundamental doctrines of 
the Christian religion it would have been unwise to include such 
doctrines as cannot be comprehended apart from the primary 
fundamental doctrines. Therefore, as long as there was no agree- 
ment on the primary fundamental doctrines, it was unnecessary, 
yes, impossible, to try to come to an agreement on those which 
had been omitted, because, without a more mature understanding 
of the Gospel, they could only arouse suspicion and hatred in the 
hearts of all papists, in the fanatical as well as in the more sober- 
minded. If the Lutheran theologians had included these doctrines 
in their Confession, the papistical sophists unquestionably would 
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have directed their barbs against them only and would have created 
the impression as though these teachings formed the sole issue 
in the controversy and the Church must be warned against them 
because by the general public they were considered dangerous and 
fanatical and subversive of all godliness and order. When, there- 
fore, the Emperor, egged on by the sophists, asked the Lutherans 
the question “if they considered the Augsburg Confession an 
adequate statement of their doctrine or if they intended to add 
some additional articles,” the Lutheran theologians, after due de- 
liberation, issued the following declaration: “Almost all necessary 
articles are presented in the Confession which has been submitted; 
at the same time all abuses which militate against that doctrine 
are pointed out and justly condemned. If we now at length should 
present also those articles which arouse ire, our opponents could 
malign us and say we had previously submitted only those articles 
which are acceptable to every one and that Your Imperial Majesty 
now could see plainly that we were concealing many pernicious 
errors and that, if Your Imperial Majesty should insist on receiving 
more information, still more errors would come to light. Since 
we ourselves ought not to contribute anything toward the frustra- 
tion of those religious discussions which are now going on, it is 
inadvisable in our opinion to urge at this time a declaration con- 
cerning those offensive and unnecessary articles which are proper 
subjects for debate in theological faculties.” 

Among the questions termed either “offensive” or “unneces- 
sary” the Lutheran theologians enumerated the following: “Is free 
will really free? Are all Christians priests? Are there more or 
less than seven sacraments? Is auricular confession necessary 
for salvation? Is it the duty of bishops to wield a worldly sword 
as well as to be heads of the Church? Does ordination imprint 
an indelible character on the priests? etc.” It is simply absurd 
to maintain that our theologians omitted these doctrines because 
they looked upon them as mere open questions. Their expressions 
on this point lead us to the opposite conclusion. According to 
their writings there are many dogmas of the Lutheran Church 
which are not found in our Symbols and are not fixed symbolically, 
as the saying goes. Prof. G. Fritschel indeed often uses the terms 
“offensive” and “unnecessary.” Our theologians, however, do not 
call the articles mentioned above “offensive” and “unnecessary” 
because the Lutherans themselves hated them and considered 
them unnecessary, but because the papists hated them and because 
it would have been unnecessary, even entirely useless and dan- 
gerous, to advance and try to settle them at that time before the 
dissent had been removed in those controversial articles “which 
are especially profitable for the salvation of souls.” In Augsburg 
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the Lutherans earnestly sought peace and unity and insisted on 
following the Emperor’s demand that “present religious questions 
should be discussed in love and charity.” Yet they knew that their 
unfair opponents, who feared and did not desire a union on the 
basis of the truth, were striving at every opportunity to lead the 
controversy in that direction from which they hoped to gain 
a “gloriola” and to heap the odium for the failure of a union on 
the Lutherans. (See History of the Augsburg Confession, by 
D. David Chytraeus, Rostock, 1576, p.96f. Cf. Luther, St. Louis, 
XVI, 891—894.) 

Let the following fact be considered. During the first three 
centuries of the Christian era there was only the Apostolic Symbol. 
What a monstrosity, then, for Iowa to assume that a doctrine must 
be placed in the category of open questions and is no dogma of 
the Church as long as there are “no symbolical decisions regarding 
it,’ as long as certain “questions have received no symbolical 
definitions, because the Church cannot fix anything symbolically 
which has not passed through the fire of controversy and thus has 
become one of the Church’s vital questions”! According to this 
assumption the Church during the first three centuries would have 
been so poor in articles of faith that one cannot comprehend how 
it would be possible to speak of a Christian Church in those 
centuries with such poverty in articles of faith. Kromayer writes: 
“The Apostolic Symbol does not contain all nor only fundamental 
articles of the first class. Are not the articles of the vicarious 
satisfaction of Christ, of sin, of the universal grace of God, of the 
means of grace, adequately and clearly taught in Scripture? Yet 
they are not expressly confessed in the Apostolic Symbol. On the 
other hand, the rather difficult articles concerning the conception 
of Christ and His descent into hell are a part of the Confession.” 
(Serutin. Religionum, ed. 2, p.476.) This same fact holds good of 
all the ecumenical symbols of the first five centuries. When the 
syncretists of Helmstedt declared all those who accepted the Ecu- 
menical Confessions to be essentially united with us Lutherans, 
Calov wrote the following words against this “consensus anti- 
quitatis quinquesecularis” as a secondary principle of theology and 
unity among the churches: “In the symbols of the first five 
centuries several chief doctrines of the Christian faith are not men- 
tioned at all or are not expressly stated, especially those which 
were not in dispute in the councils, as the vicarious satisfaction 
and the merits of Christ, the universal grace of God and the 
redemption wrought by Christ, justification alone by faith, the 
Lord’s Supper, etc. Must we therefore deny that these articles 
belong to the articles of faith because they are not defined (definita) 
in those Symbols and Confessions? May a Christian on that 
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account ignore those articles, or can one not be charged with heresy 
because of disagreement in these and similar essential articles 
which are not found in the Symbols?” (Syst. Locc. Th., I, 912.) 
These same facts apply with equal force to the specifically Lutheran 
Confessions. In the later Lutheran Symbols we find dogmas which 
are not expressly mentioned in the Augsburg Confession, e. g., the 
doctrine of the normative authority of Scripture; and in all our 
Symbols there is no so-called decree on the inspiration of Scrip- 
ture. Was the first of these doctrines an open question before 1580, 
and is the second still an open question in our day? Furthermore, 
was he who denied the first doctrine nevertheless a true Lutheran 
up to the year 1580, and does he who denies the second still con- 
tinue to be a consistent Lutheran? These conclusions necessarily 
must be drawn from the hypothesis which assumes that dogmas 
are finally fixed by defining them in Symbols. Likewise it is well 
known that in accord with this hypothesis almost all contemporary 
“Lutheran” theologians actually deny the doctrine of our Church 
concerning the inspiration of Scripture, and yet with great earnest- 
ness they claim to be exponents of true Lutheran orthodoxy. How 
a man like Dr. J. H. Kurtz, one of the authors of the opinion ren- 
dered by the Dorpat theologians at the request of Iowa, presents 
the doctrine concerning the angels, a doctrine not mentioned in our 
Symbols or, in the language of the theologians of the new school, 
“not yet symbolically fixed,” all those men know who have read 
the writings of this theologian entitled History of the Old Covenant 
and The Bible and Astronomy. Dr. Kurtz places the origin of the 
angels in an indefinable era antedating the creation of man, in which 
the world prior to this existing world (Urwelt), the universe, and 
its original inhabitants (the angels) were created. (Bible and 
Astronomy, 2. ed., pp. 244,110.) In his mind the world prior to this 
existing world (urweltliche Erde) was “the dwelling-place and 
home of those angels who rebelled against God”; it was “without 
form and void,” Gen.1:2, as “the consequence of the fall of those 
angels” (p.96); and since he believes that the angels possessed 
bodies (p. 80), the giants in Gen. 6:4 must be the offspring of these 
fallen angels who married daughters of men. (History of the Old 
Covenant, pp. 44-46.) But finally, in yonder world, he “exalts” the 
faithful of the New Testament “above the angels, just as the 
human nature of Christ is exalted above the angels.” (Bible and 
Astronomy, p. 136.) 

According to the hypothesis of the neo-theologians the Lu- 
theran Church must permit her servants to present all doctrines 
that have not yet been fixed symbolically according to their own 
caprice, without being able to disown them as teachers who are 
unfaithful to our Confessions; for in view of “the ever-widening 
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circle in which the Church must testify, divergent opinions and 
convictions (according to Dorpat) are not only unavoidable but 
also justifiable and permissible. Even relative errors that cannot 
be avoided under these circumstances can be borne by the Church 
without endangering her unity in doctrine; and she must needs 
follow this course because in this case she as a Church is not yet 
in a position to reject the error as error.” O poor Lutheran Church! 
According to this theory the Book of Concord, and wherever only 
the Augustana has been officially accepted as the Symbol of the 
Church, only this latter document, is your Bible. Then you are 
nothing more than a miserable sect, possessing only a brief excerpt 
of Biblical doctrines. Whatever is not contained in these selections 
is none of your concern as a Church; at least it is not your doctrine. 
Your duty is to work out, and add, doctrines as the circumstances 
of coming eras shall demand. Now, is it not more than remarkable 
to realize that the very men who espouse this theory which actually 
makes the Symbols the Bible of the Church constantly accuse 
those who accept the doctrines of the Symbols without reservation 
of placing the Confessions on the same level with the Bible? 


However, let us proceed. The assumption that a doctrine 
becomes a dogma of the Lutheran Church after it has found a place 
in our Symbols but is only an open question before this step has 
been taken, militates finally against the fact that our Church in 
her Symbols accepts not only those doctrines which she was driven 
by certain circumstances to mention expressly in those documents 
but the entire Bible, all the doctrines which God has therein re- 
vealed. Whenever, therefore, any controversy arose in our Church 
regarding any doctrine, the very first question put was always: 
What does the Bible say? Down to our day it has been absolutely 
without precedent in our Church in a controversy to appeal to the 
silence of the Confessions and to say that, if the Church has not 
yet rendered a decision on that particular point, a Lutheran must 
have the liberty to believe as he sees fit. For even if every true 
Biblical doctrine is not clearly defined in the Lutheran Symbols, yet 
every truly Biblical doctrine belongs to the doctrines of the 
Lutheran Church. In regard to a heterodox Church that has set 
up a false principle and does not accept the Word of God as it 
reads but insists on interpreting the Word either according to 
reason or according to tradition, the following statement cannot be 
upheld: “For her every doctrine of the Bible is a doctrine of the 
Church.” But this statement can be made of every truly orthodox 
Church and hence also of our dear Evangelical Lutheran Church. 
At any rate, this was the attitude of those faithful men through 
whose instrumentality our Church drew up her precious Confes- 
sions. Thus we read in Article IV of the Apology of the Augsburg 
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Confession: Peter “cites the agreement of all the prophets. This 
is truly to cite the authority of the Church. For when all the holy 
prophets bear witness, that is certainly a glorious, great, excellent, 
powerful decretal and testimony.” (Trigl., p.145.) In Article XX 
of the same Confession we read again: “Peter says, Acts 10:45: 
‘To Him give all the prophets witness that through His name, who- 
soever believeth on Him, shall receive remission of sins.’ This 
strong testimony of all the holy prophets may duly be called a 
decree of the catholic Christian Church. For even a single prophet 
is very highly esteemed by God and a treasure worth the whole 
world. To this Church of the prophets we would rather assent 
than to these abandoned writers of the Confutation.” (Trigl., p. 339.) 
Finally, in Article XII we find these sentences: “I verily think 
that, if all the holy prophets are unanimously agreed in a decla- 
ration, it would also be a decree, a declaration, and a unanimous 
strong conclusion of the universal, catholic, Christian, holy Church 
and would be justly regarded as such. We concede neither to the 
Pope nor to the Church the power to make decrees against this 
consensus of the prophets.” (Trigl., p. 271.) 

It ought to be quite clear now that our fathers connected ideas 
with the “decision” and the “consensus of the Church” which are 
altogether different from those current today. Wherever Scripture 
had spoken, they believed the true Church had “spoken.” For 
them the voice of Scripture was at the same time the “voice of 
the Church.” And every unanimous testimony of the prophets 
and apostles was for them the correct “consensus,” a right “decree,” 
and a truly “decisive” “conclusion” of the Church. (This unanimous 
conclusion of the Church, of course, cannot be seen. Its existence, 
however, just like that of the Church, must be believed.) We 
readily see that a doctrine is defined in the Symbols; but this fact 
does not constitute the unanimous “conclusion” of the Church. 
The unanimous “conclusion” of the Church we can gather alone 
through faith in the inspired Word. On all sides our eye sees 
nothing and our ear hears of nothing but discord and disunion in 
doctrine. In spite of this fact our faith confidently sings every 
Sunday: “Who the Christian Church doth even Keep in unity of 
spirit.” Or it confesses with Luther in his Large Catechism: 
“I believe that there is upon earth a little holy group and con- 
gregation of pure saints, under one head, even Christ, called 
together by the Holy Ghost, in one faith, one mind, and under- 
standing, with manifold gifts, yet agreeing in love, without sects or 
schisms.” (Trigl., p.691.) That which truly belongs to the Church 
is always Biblical, and that which is truly Biblical always belongs 
to the Church. Our Church does not want to be a “different” 
Church, with a “different” faith; she does desire to be part of the 
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Church of the apostles and prophets, a part of the Bible Church. 
She has indeed written Confessions and defined doctrines, not 
because they should contain her whole body of doctrine nor because 
she had reached a decision only on those doctrines found in her 
Symbols, but because false churches and false teachers forced her 
to make clear-cut statements on certain doctrines. Up to the 
present time she has seen no necessity for writing special Symbols 
on other doctrines. All that she believes therefore is not found 
in her Symbols, but only in the Bible. Her Symbols are not so 
much “the landmarks of her spiritual development” as the 
boundary-line separating her from certain falsehoods. Hence 
Biblical and Lutheran are identical terms for her. When, there- 
fore, in 1528, Duke George, Luther’s bitter and fanatic enemy, 
demanded that the Lutherans give an account of their Lutheranism, 
Luther advised them to say: “They intended to remain with the 
holy Gospel. Luther himself intended to be Lutheran only in so 
far as he purely taught the Holy Scriptures.” (Walch, XXI, 234.) 

Perhaps some one will interpose at this point and say: “It may 
be true that the doctrines of Scripture and of the Lutheran Church 
are identical. But can one not be a consistent Lutheran if he as pas- 
tor or layman believes and confesses everything that the Lutheran 
Church confesses as her faith in her Symbols? Is not the accep- 
tance of all the doctrines defined in the Symbols sufficient to bind 
all Lutherans together in one body?” Quite right, without a doubt! 
But we must always bear in mind that he who accepts the Symbols 
cannot at the same time believe and confess articles which will 
contradict and nullify the articles of the Symbols. When, there- 
fore, the syncretists of a previous era raised this same objection 
against the Apostolic Creed, the venerable Dannhauer gave them 
this answer: “If no other questions had arisen besides those 
answered in the Apostolic Creed, if one could assume that schis- 
matics would hold nothing contrary to this Creed nor try to induce 
others to accept their contrary belief, the Apostolic Creed could 
indeed serve as the norm for Christian unity and close friendship in 
the Lord. If that were the case, our forefathers would not have 
been forced to draw certain bounds for the endless private and 
public expositions which from time to time led men into controversy 
and to make those bounds the distinctive marks of the orthodox 
Church in those doctrines which erring men were undermining. 
‘I readily admit,’ Huelsemann writes, ‘that men may be saved who 
believe nothing further than that which every reader draws out 
of the words of the Apostolic Creed. Yet I emphatically deny that 
there is a layman who, in regard to those points in which some 
think agreement could easily be reached in our day, believes 
nothing more in respect to divine things which pertain either to 





666 Die Gottesidee in heidnifcen Religionen 


man’s salvation or damnation besides that which is found in the 
Apostolic Creed.’” (Dissert. Instit. ad Collat. Carthag., p. 67.) 

The superficial thinker may look upon this whole presentation 
as hair-splitting micrology. But he who looks beneath the surface 
will soon convince himself that there is a principle involved here 
which means either life or death for the Church. If we uphold this 
principle, we shall preserve the treasure of our Church; should we 
sacrifice it, we would throw our treasure away. If our Church 
insists only on symbolical and not at the same time upon canonical 
unity, as Gerhard calls it, i. e., on Biblical unity, then our Church 
is, we repeat it, not an orthodox Church, but a miserable sect, 
which does not bind itself to accept the whole Word of God but 
only certain doctrines thereof. No matter how dear and valuable 
the incomparable Confessions of his Church are to every Lutheran, 
he does not permit them to become the Lutheran Bible, in which the 
whole faith of his Church is posited, while all other Biblical doc- 
trines are more or less irrelevant, mere subjects “concerning which 
every sincere Christian may hold his own private and individual 
convictions.” It is indeed strange that men who constantly speak 
against placing the Confessions above the Bible declare themselves 
bound as Lutherans only by those doctrines which are fixed sym- 
bolically. This fact makes it quite evident who those men are 
that actually stand on Scripture and believe in its supreme authority 
as well as in its clarity, and those who do not. 

We hope we have incontrovertibly proved to every attentive 
reader that also the hypothesis of a successive development of 
dogmas whereby some men try to bolster up the modern theory of 
open questions is a false argument. 


Oak Glen, Il. ALEex. WM. GUEBERT 
(To be continued) 
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Die Gottesidee in heidnijden Religionen 


Gleid gu Anfang diefer Whhandlung mu betont werden, dak e3 
fic) bier nur um eine furge Zufammenfafjung bandeln fann. Unfer 
Thema ift ein, ber das fcon grope Bilder, umfaffende Werke, ge- 
frieben worden find, und eine eingehendere Behandlung aller ein- 
fdlagigen Fragen, mit Quellennadhweis, wiirde nicht nur iiber den bier 
berfiigbaren Raum hinausgehen, fondern wabhrideinlid aud die Geduld 
der meijten Lefer erfchopfen. Und doch modhte mander Pajtor, bejonders 
bei der Behandlung der Abgittereci und der falfehen Religionen im erften 
Gebot, von den allgu breiten Allgemeinheiten losfommen und, fonderlid 
bet Ertwadhfenen, ettvas beftimmter und genauer itber die Abgotter vber- 
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fchiedener Volfer und Lander referieren. Dies ijt um fo nodtiger, als, 
twie wir fofort fehen werden, die bergleidhende Religionsiwiffenfdaft viel- 
fac auf falfde Bahnen geraten ift und aud auf diefem Gebiete viele 
Menfchen irrefihrt. Wher die Wusfiihrungen follen fo fnapp tie miglid 
gehalten werden. 

&8 ijt merfiwiirdig und bedeutjam, dak die Cvolutionstheorie aud 
auf Dem Gebiet der Religionswiffenfdaft die feltjamften Friidte ge- 
geitigt hat. Yn der naivjten Weije wird von den Wertretern diefer 
Theorie angenommen, dah diefelbe Entwidlung, die man bet allen Lebe-z 
wefen angenommen bat, ceteris paribus auc auf allen andern Gebieten 
deS menfdliden Wifjens und der menfdliden Tatigfeit ftattgefunden 
haben foll. Darum wird in verfdiedenen niederen und hoheren Schulen 
in fier jedem Unterridtsfad ohne tweiteres angenommen, da es fid 
um eine €bolution von einfacden zu fomplizierten Formen handelt. 
Man tragt diefe Theorie als felbftverftandlid vor nicht nur auf dem 
Gebiet der Biologic, fondern auch auf dem der Geographie, der Ge- 
fchichte, Der Runft und fogar der Religion. 

Die Cvolutionstheorie auf dem Gebicte der Religion ift befonders 
merfiviirdig. Wie getwdhnlich dargeftellt, foll das Gefiihl und die Er- 
fenntni3 bon dem Dajfein Gottes nicht auf einer Offenbarung Gottes 
beruben, fondern aud auf einem CEntiidlungsvorgang analog dem, 
den man bei der Evolution der Tiere und de3 Menfehen annimmt. Nad 
diefer Theorie foll das Bewuftfein der Crijteng eines gottliden Wefens 
und das BVetwuptfein der Religion fic) etiva fo enttwicelt haben. CErft 
habe der primitive Wilde, der nur wenige Stufen iiber feinen affen- 
artigen GVoreltern ftand, bei getwaltigen Begeigungen der Naturkrafte, 
wie bet Geiwittern, Erdbeben und dergleiden, ein Gefiihl der Verwunz 
Dderung, De} Staunen3, de3 Schrecfens und der Furcht verfpiirt. Hier- 
mit habe fich in furgem die Anerfennung einer unperfinliden Kraft, 
Mana genannt, verbunden, wie bet den Todas auf den Giigeln Sitd=- 
indien3. Der nadjte Schritt in der Entwidlung der Religionsidee fei 
getvefen, dDaB man Ddiefe itbernatiirlicken Krafte und Begeigungen mit 
gewiffen Naturgegenftanden, mit Bergen, Felfen, grofen Baumen oder 
auch mit Dingen in der unmittelbaren Nadbarjdaft, die man allenfalls 
alZ Amulette mit fic) umbertragen fonnte, vberband. Go foll der Fetifd- 
dienft entftanden fein. Bugleich follen viele Naturvolfer den Geijtern 
der Verftorbenen oder auch den Geijtern der Naturfrafte iibernatiirliche 
wabigkeiten beigelegt haben, fo dak fich der Animismus entiwidelte. 
Der nadhfte Sehritt fei dann getwefen, daB man die iibernatiirlidjen 
Krafte, die der menfdjlicje Geift empfand, mit getwiffen erdadchten oder 
aud) gemadten Bildern von Gottheiten verband, fo da fich der eigent- 
lice Polytheismus enttvicelte, die Vielgitterei, die befonders bon den 
griedhifden und romifden Rlaffifern mie auch in der Schrift gefdildert 
wird, Pf. 115,4—8; Sef. 40, 18—20; 44,9—-20. Dann follen ein- 
gelne Volfer oder Nationen fich einen der vielen Gotter als Stammegott 
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ausgefucdht haben, fo unter anderm die Kinder Ysrael Sehovah, aber 
ohne den andern Gottheiten eine geivijje Anerfennung gu veriveigern. 
SchlieBlich aber habe diefer Henotheismus gum Monotheismus gefiihrt, 
indem die fpateren Propheten alle andern Gatter als Gowen (NRichtje) 
berivarfen und den Gott, der fich ifmen offenbart hatte, als den alleinigen 
Gott proflamierten (Monotheismus). 

Ebhenjo merfiwiirdig wie diefe Erfindungen ijt die Tatfache, dah bis 
auf den heutigen Tag die Vertreter dicfer Cvolutionstheorie fich in den 
Reihen der Manner finden, die eine vollitandig falfde Auffalfung von 
dem Begriff und der Wufgabe einer niichternen vergleidenden Religions- 
wwiffenfdaft haben. Wir fprechen diefer vberhaltnismapig neuen Wijfen- 
fhaft durchaus die Crijtengberechtigung nicht ab. Bugleich erflaren 
twit aber auch auf da entichiedenjte, dak fein Forfdher auf diefem Gebiet 
Gebhor finden follte, der nicht von vornherein die chrijftlide Religion als 
Die eingige geoffenbarte, al3 die abfolute Religion, anerfennt. Wenn 
3.8. Van Busfirt in jeinem Bude The Saviors of Mankind die fol- 
genden auf eine Stufe jtellt: Qaotje, Ronfuzius, Gautama, Zoroaijter, 
Wafhnaton, Mofes, Yejaias, Sofrates, SEfus von Nazareth, Saul von 
Tarjus und Mohammed, und wenn diefer Modernift in feiner Cinleitung 
forwohl wie in feiner endliden Zufammenfafjung in fpodttijdher Weije 
bon foldjen redet, die an “inspired and infallible gospels” glauben, und 
Dann jdlieBlich mit cinem diliaftijden Gedanfen fein Buch beendet, fo 
arbeitet er nicht wijfenfdaftlic) und bijtorifd, fondern auf Grund einer 
borgefapten Meinung. Dasfelbe gilt bon Grant in feinem fefjelnd ge- 
fdriebenen Buche Oriental Philosophy; denn fiir ibn find alle Religio- 
nen ganz und gar auf einer GStufe, fo daf er fich nicht hober hinauf- 
ftwingen fann, als gu fcjreiben: “Must we not all express our 
appreciation to the Ineffable One, by whatever name He has mani- 
fested Himself throughout all times?” Gelbjt Manner wie Robinjon, 
Clarfe, Braden, Hume, die der crijtliden Religion die oberjte Stel- 
lung unter den Weltreligionen aniweifjen, tun dies nidt in Dem Ginne, 
dah fie auf der Cingigartigfeit und der WAbfolutheit des Chrijtentums 
befteben, fondern nur vergleihSweife. Wenn man die Schriften diejer 
Manner ftudiert, fann man fich de3 Cindrucs nidt erwehren, dap fie 
bet aller Gelehrjamfeit doh nicht den Grundunterfdied giwifden der 
rijtliden Religion und allen andern Religionen erfakt haben, namlich 
DdaR jene die Offenbarung der Gnade Gotte3 in Chrifto ijt und dak das 
Herz des Chrijtentums in der glorreicen Verfiindigung defjen beftebt, 
twas Gott fiir den gefallenen Menfden getan hat, wahrend diefe ohne 
Ausnahme ihre Predigt darin gipfeln lafjen, was der gefallene Menjd 
tun fann und foll, um fic felber mit Gott gu verfihnen, mit andern 
Worten, um fich mit feinen Werken den Himmel gu berdienen. 

Wlerdings ijt, wenigftens in mandjen Teilen der augeren Chriften- 
Heit, in den lebten Degennien cin Umfdhwung eingetreten, indem man 
die Evolutionstheorie auf Grund umfajffender Forfdungen auf dem Ge- 
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biet der Ethnologie und der Anthropologie abgetviefen und als Folge 
pabon aud) die verfehrten Auffafjungen einer falfden vergleicdenden 
Religionswifjenfdhaft guredhtgeftellt hat. Wusgegzeidnete Arbeit hat in 
diefer Hinficht Prof. Wilhelm Schmidt von der Univerjitat Wien ge- 
leiftet, fonderlid) in feinem Bude ,Der Urfpruch der Gottesidee”. Auf 
Grund feiner griindliden Forjdungen hat Dr. Biwemer von der Prince- 
ton-Uniberfitat in unferm Lande fein Such The Origin of Religion 
gefdrieben, tworin er nicht nur den Urjprung der Religion und der 
Gottesidee behandelt, fondern auch andere Themata, die damit gu- 
fammenbhangen, um dadurd den fdlagenden Vetweis gu liefern, dak die 
Cvolutionstheorie auf dem Gebiet der vergleicdhenden Religionsiwijfen- 
fhaft ein vollftanbdiger Feblidlag ijt. 

Wir fehlieBen uns in diefem Artifel den Arqgumenten Schmidt und 
Bwemers im groken und gangen an, modchten aber dabei bejonders auf 
3iwei Punfte aufmerffam maden, die fiir die rechte Stellung in den einz 
fhlagigen Fragen bon gropter Widhtigfeit find, namlich auf das Argu- 
ment bon dem Mejt der natiirliden Gotteserfenntnis bei den Heiden, 
fonderlic) auf Grund von Rom. 1, 18 ff., und auf da3 Vedenfen von der 
Riiciwirfung des Chrijtentums auf heidnifde Religionen, twovon wir 
fon in den erjten Bahrhunderten ein intereffantes Beifpiel in den 
mbjtijen Religionen haben. Die Zujammenttellung, die mir hier 
bieten, mag fajt gu furg ausfallen, aber fie wird twenigftens eine An- 
regung gu tweiterem Studium geben. 

Fangen wir mit den groken indifdjen Religionen an, und gwar fo, 
dak wir Hinduismus mit Brahmanismus verbinden, tweil lebterer ja 
nur ein UWuswuchs oder eine Entwidlhing de3 Hinduismus ijt. Nod 
genauer genommen, fonnen tir fie in die arifde Religion der Weden, 
den Brahmanismus und den Hinduismus der neueren Beit einteilen. 
Griibmacher (,,Yndifde Religionen”) febt swifdjen den Brahmanismus 
und Den neueren Hinduismus den YainiZmus; aber diefer ijt eher als 
ein Wuswuchs denn al3 eine Entiwiclungsphafe der indijcdhen Religion 
angufehen.*) 

Die urfpriinglicde arijche Religion der Ynder ift die Der Weden 
(vier Gammlungen: Rigweda, Samatweda, Yajurtweda und Atharvba- 
eda), und ihre Gatter find Herren der Natur: Agni, der Gebieter 
deS Feuers; Yndra, der Gott de3 Blibes und des Donners, zugleid 
Krieg3- und SiegeSgott der Arier; Varuna, der Allwiffende und 
Uigegenwartige; Mitra, der grofe Vermittler der Freundfdaft 
awifden Simmel und Erde, Menfchen und Gottern mie der Menfdjen 
untereinander; Goma, der Gott des beraufdenden Getranfes der 
Snder, dem das ganze neunte Bud) der Rigveda gewidmet ijt; Rudra, 
der unbeilvolle Gott der Kranfheit und de3 Tode3; Ufdas, die Gottin 


*) Wegen Mangels an Raum finnen wir nur gelegentlid) auf Gefdicdte 
und ,beilige” Biidher Bezug nehmen. ither Gritkmacher vgl. C.T. M., IX, 317. 
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der Morgenrote, und andere, die in der Gottergefchichte nicht fo fehr her- 
vortreten. Ym gangen unterjdeidet die ReligionSgefdhicdte in diefer 
erjten Zeit der indijden Religion dreiunddreifig Hauptgitter, gewdhnlicd 
in Drei Gruppen geteilt, als Gotter de3 Himmel3, der Luft und der Erde. 
Widhtig fiir das Verjtandnis der indijden Gottesidee ijt dabei, da die 
Gitter als Perjonlichfeiten gedacht find mit jtarf menfdlider Aus- 
pragung, fo da fie nidt mit den Naturerjdheinungen und Naturgetwal- 
ten, mit denen man ihr Wefen verbindet, gu identifizieren find. 

Der friihere Hinduismus ging cttwa im Fabre 1000 v. Chr. in den 
Brahmanismus iiber, der die philojophijde Wusbildung der ari- 
fen Religion bedeutet, aber mit fortgefebter Betonung des friiheren 
Opferfultus und mit Aufbau de3 Kaftenfyftems, das fcjon in der Rig- 
weda genannt wird, dann aber durch die Gefebe des Manu fodifiziert 
wurde. Der Srahmanismus ijt da geijtige Produkt von Priefterphilo- 
fophen, deren Religion in den fogenannten Brahmanas und in den 
Upanifdaden niedergelegt ijt. Und wie fchon in der alleralteften Tra- 
dition der Wrier fich cin oberjter Gott, Dyaus-PRitar (Himmels- 
vater) nebjt feinem tweibliden Gegenjftiid, Prithiviz Matar (Him- 
melSmutter) findet, und wie in den lebten Hymnen der Rigtweda ein 
urfpriinglider Gott, Prajapati, genannt wird, fo tritt in den 
Brahmanas Bribaspati oder Brahmanaspati al’ Schipfer 
aller Dinge auf. Yn der vollen Entiwidlung diefer Periode erreidte die 
philofophifde Religion de3 Srahmanismus ihre Vollendung in der Lehre 
bom gottliden Brahman, wie Gritbmacher ausfiihrt. Mit andern 
Worten, wie Braden jdjreibt: ,Die alten polytheijtifden Gotter ver- 
ftwanden in der alleZumfaffenden Weltfeele, Brahman, einem 
pantbeijtijden Gott, der, unperjinlid als €3 oder Das aujgefaft, die 
Summa alles defjen ijt, was eS itberhaupt gibt, fo dak fogar die Geele, 
Atman, mit Srahman identifiziert wird. Das Brahman ift demnad 
das Gein fecjlechthin, das abfolute, unendlicje, eiwige, allgegentwartige, 
unperfonliche, unbefchreiblicje, neutrifde Wefen. 

Die dritte Periode der indifden Religion ijt die deS fpateren Hin - 
Duismus, der befonders auf der Bhagavadgita, einem Veftandteil 
des grofen Epos de3 Mahabharata, beruht. Der Hauptheld diefes ettwa 
100,000 Berfe umfaffenden Epos ijt KRrifdna, urfpriinglid wohl 
eine menfdlide Perfonlicdfeit, die aber gugleich gu einem Gott wurde, 
weil Wifdnu, die oberfte Gottheit des fpateren indifden Pantheons, 
in ifm eine ihrer vielen Serabfiinfte vollgog. Diefer beliebtefte Gott des 
Hinduismus ift an die Stelle Yndras getreten, befonders als helfender 
Gott in den Kampfen und Noten de3 Leben. Cin giweiter Gott, 
Srahma, offenfichtlid cin Erbe de3 BSrahmanismus, verliert in der 
Bhagavadgita feinen pantheiftifen Charafter und wird wieder deut- 
Ticher gu einer perfonlicdjen Gottheit, dic Dem Varuna der Weden ent- 
fpricdt. Und wie Wifdnu der Schipfer ijt, fo ift Schima oder SGiwa 
im Oinduismus, als Nachfolger de3 Wedengottes Rudra, der Berjtirer, 
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der graufige Schiibe, der mit feinen Pfeilen den Tod bringt. Nebenbei 
fei bemerft, daB das Weib Sitwas, verfdhiedentlid) alg Deva, Durga, 
Gati, Parvati und befonder3 alS Rali befannt, cine der furdtbarjten 
Exrjheinungen im Pantheon Yndiens ijt und dak ihr Gottesdienjt mit 
den fchredlichjten Blutopfern gefeiert wird. Der Kult diefer Gottin ijt 
unter Dem Namen Safti befannt, womit man die Verehrung eines weib- 
lichen Wefens als des hochften Weltpringipes begeichnet. Tatfachlid ift 
der Hinduismus jest fo tief gefunfen, dap Lofalgitter fic) in faft allen 
Teilen deS Landes finden und dak Gobendienjt mit allen miglicen 
Sildern, auch mit Nadhbildungen der mannliden und weibliden Sdham- 
teile und mit andern fdeubliden Gegenjtanden, getricben twird. 

Vom Fainismus Yndien3, der im fechften Sahrhundert v. Chr. 
bon einem getwiffen Mahavira als eine Reform de3 Hinduismus einz 
gefiihrt wurde, fann nur furg gefagt werden, da er in feiner dDogmati- 
fen Theorie vollfommen atheijtifcdh gehalten ijt und dak der Griinder 
der Gefte eine Usfefe befiirtwortete, die ihn fdlieklich dagu trieb, alle 
RKleidung abgulegen und die fchlimmiten forperlicjen Leiden gu erdulden. 
Das Hauptdharafterijtifum der jainijtifden Religion ijt eine Mtonchs- 
und Nonnenorganifation, und da8 Hauptpringip ihrer Ethif ijt das der 
Ahimja oder der Nichtverlebung irgendweldher Iebender Wefen, ein 
$ringip, das fo ftreng aufgefakt wurde, dak die frommen Mande fogar 
den Weg vor fich her abfegten, um ja nicht einmal ein Ynfeft gu toten. 
Der jainiftijdhe Wtheismus ijt aber durch die Tatjadhe ,gemildert”, 
wenn nicht ganz aufgehoben, dak Mahavira felbjt vergittert murde und 
man ibm gu Ehren fogar Tempel ervrichtet hat. Hierbet fpielt der 
Rarmabegriff eine groke Rolle; denn diefer bringt das Gefeb der Tat 
gum Wusdrucd, fo dak eine unperjinlide foSmijde Kraft im gufiinftigen 
Leben Vergeltung bt. Der Yainismus fonnte fic demnad dod nicht 
gang loSmaden bon dDem Vewuftfein der Crijteng eines gottlidjen Wefens 
und bon der Stimme de3 Getvijfens. 

Der Griinder des Buddhismus mar Siddartha Gautama, der 
etipea um das Jahr 560 bv. Chr. im ndrdliden Yndien als Sohn eines 
reidjen indifden Radfdas geboren tourde. itber feine Lebensfiihrungen 
fonnen twir un hier nicht berbreiten. Fiir das grundfablide Verjtand- 
nis der nach feinem Syftem (Suddha, Crleudtung) genannten Religion 
geniigt eS gunadjt, gu wiffen, dak er ,die beiden grogen Lebendijtile 
Sndiens, die den Weden ent{predjende Bejahung irdifden Genuffes twie 
die mindifde Wsfefe de3 Brahmanentums und befonders der Yainas, 
durdgemadt und abgelehnt” hat (Griikmader). Geine Pbhilofophie ijt 
in bier Gaben enthalten: Die erjfte heilige Wahrheit vom Leiden; die 
aiweite heilige Wahrheit von der Entitehung des Lciden3; die dritte 
beilige Wahrheit von der Aufhebung de3 Leidens; die vierte heilige 
Wahrheit bon dem Wege zur Aufhebung de3 Leiden3. Die Befolgung 
diefer Wahrheiten foll die Shiller Buddhas gu dem Buftand de3 Nirwana 
fiihren, dem der abfoluten Wbjondcrung, der vollftandigen Guspen- 
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Ddierung aller irdifden, materiellen Wiinjde und Vegierden, mit gang- 
lider UWhtrennung des Yeh von allen auferliden Cinfliiffen. 

Aber aud) im Buddhismus fonnte fics fein abfoluter Atheismus 
behaupten. €3 ijt unausbleiblich, dag, wenn Menfchen den wahren 
Gott nicht fennen oder ihn aus Unberjtand veriverfen, fie fic eigene 
Gitter macen, die nicht Gotter find, Yer. 16,20. Sdhon gu Lebgeciten 
Gautamas wurde ihm gottlide Chre beigelegt. Und nach feinem Tode 
wurde er fo ganglich unter die Gotter verfebt, dak fein Whbild in Tau- 
fenden bon Tempeln aufgejtellt und verehrt wurde. GSeine Diinger 
fagen bon ifm, dak er voriveltlich exijtiert habe und auf mwunbderbare 
Weife ins Leben getreten fei, dak er felber fiindlo3 getwefen fet und 
gum Ztwect der Crlofung auf diejfer Erde erfchienen fei, daR er als Er- 
lofer bon Gottern und Menjden angefehen werden miiffe und daR unter 
feinen Cigenfdaften die Wiwijfenheit und die Ctwigfeit befonders her- 
bortraten. Und bald wurde Gautama nur der erjte einer Reihe von 
Buddhas, der Dharmafaha, der als hichfter und reinjter Gott anguz 
feben ijt. Der Buddhismus ijt im beften Falle eine peffimiftijhe Werk- 
religion, die feinen pofitibven Weg der Erldfung fennt, fondern von 
einem Nirwana traumt, das ,eine Wonne der Rube” nur in der Ver- 
neinung ertvartet. 

Hier mag auch furg hingetwiefen werden auf den Sifhismus, 
obgleich der Griinder diefer Religion cin Beitgenofje Martin Luthers 
twar. Diefe fogenannte ,lebte” der grogen Meligionen der Welt mag 
alS ein BVerfuc) zur Reformation des Hinduismus angefehen werden 
oder aud als eine Vermittlungsreligion gwifden dem Hinduismus und 
Dem Mohammedanismus. Nanak felber war als Guru oder groper 
Nehrer befannt, und feine Lehren twurden fpater, bejonders durd den 
fiinften Guru der Sefte, als Granth Saheb gefammelt. Diefe heiligen 
Schriften reden bon cinem hichften Wefen, defjen Oberhoheit abjolut und 
unerforfdligd ijt. Der Sifhismus veriwirft pringipiell alle Gigen, aber 
bergottert fein eigenes heiligeS Buch. Und aud Nanak wurde unter 
die Gitter verjebt und als gottlider Erlofer verehrt. Wahrend die 
Theologie de Sifhismus mandes aus der Terminologie der andern 
indijden Religionen heriibergenommen hat (und vielleicht auch etivas 
bom Chrijtentum), fo ijt fein eigentlices Wefen dod antichrijtijd, be- 
fonder3 tegen einer gang falfden mbftifden Borjtellung von einem 
Aufgehen des Menfdjen in die Weltfeele. Der Menfeh vermag, eben 
ohne die Offenbarung Gottes fich nicht fret gu madjen bon dem Ge- 
danfen, dak er felber doch fdhlieplich ctiwas gur Erlangung feiner Gelig- 
feit beitragen muf. 

Wenden wir uns nun nad Nordojten, nach China, fo finden mir, 
twenigiten3 alS die nominell herrfdende Religion, den Ronfugia- 
ni8mu8, fo genannt nach dem Manne, der gewsihnlich als der Griinder 
diefer Religion angefehen wird, namlicd) Ronfugius. Merfwiirdig ift 
bon bornherein, dak dicfer groke chinejifde Lehrer nicht fomwohl der 





Die Gottesidee in hetdnifchen Religionen 673 


Griinder einer Religion als der Philojoph einer charafterijtifden Sogial- 
ethif ijt. Was fich bei ihm an eigentlider Religion findet, ijt mefentlidg 
die alte dinefifhe HimmelBreligion, die auf den _,,fiinf fanonifdjen 
Piicdhern” beruht, dem Sdu-fing, ,Buch der Urfunden”, dem Sdhi-fing, 
Such der Lieder”, dem YPi-fing, , Buch der Wandlungen”, dem Li-ki, 
,Uufgeidshnungen iiber die Riten”, und dem Chung-fiu, ,,Friibling und 
GHerbjt”. Manche Forjder fiigen ein fedhjtes Werk hingu, namlicd Hfiao- 
fing, , Buch der findlidjen Pietat”. Yn diefen Biidhern werden Himmel 
und Erde perfonifigiert, und fonderlich der Hohe Himmel als MNittelpuntt 
und Trager de$ Univerjum3 hingejtelt. Der Gimmel, Tien, begeich- 
net die oberfte moralifde Ordnung der Welt. Biwifden dem Simmel 
und dem Kaijer aber, al3 oberjtem unter den Menjfdjen, befteht die engjte 
natiirlide und religidfe Begiehung. Der Himmel ijt der oberfte Kaifer 
und heipt als folder Sdhang= ti. 

Wahrend Konfugius aber die altchinefifden Gotter anerfennt oder 
ifr Dafein vorausfest, fo ijt fein Syftem weniger eine Religion als eine 
Ethif oder im beften Falle ein praftijd-religisjfer Rultus. Cr hat, wie 
Griibmacher fchreibt, in feinen Gedanfen und Lehren ,nur flar und 
flafjijeh formuliert, was die Weltanfdauung, Religion und Sittlicdfeit 
de3 Chinefen von jeher alZ natiirlicke Gedanfen und Ydeale empfand.... 
sir einen Erldjfungsglauben und ein Verlangen nach gottlicer Gnade 
feblt in Ronfugius’ LebenSanfdauung jede VBegriindung”. Mit andern 
Worten: Ynfofern man bei RKonfugius bon einer Religion, von einer 
Begiehung gu einer Gottheit und einem Gottesdienft reden fann, handelt 
e8 fich bet ihm lediglich um Moral, um Werke. Nur der Whnenfultus hat 
in feinem Ghjtem eine itberau3 ftarfe Betonung erfahren, fo dah diefer 
im Leben des Durdhfchnittsdinefen eine groge Molle fpielt. Und e3 
fonnte faum ausbleiben, dak da getwdhnlide Volt den Mann, der felber 
fo wenig Getwicht auf den Dienft eines hidhften Wefens gelegt hat, gu 
einem Gott madte. Cttwa fiinf Yahrhunderte nad feinem Tode tourde 
et fanonifiert, im Qahre 267 tourden Opfer gu feinen Ehren angeordnet, 
im Jahre 555 tourde ein Gefeb erlaffen, das die Erridtung von Tempeln 
gu feinem Andenfen gebot, und furg nah Anfang de3 jebigen ahr 
bundert3 tourde er gu gleider Hohe mit Himmel und Erde, alfo mit den 
hochjten Gottheiten de8 altdinefijden Kultus, erhoben. Aber felbft diefe 
Tatjache bedeutet fir die groke Maffe des getwdhnlidjen Volts in China 
nicht biel, da, wie Braden frhreibt, die eigentliche Religion der Volf3- 
maffen der Animismus, will fagen, TeufelSdienft, ift. 

Die gtveite einheimijde Religion Chinas ift der Tavismus, 
defjen Griinder, Laotfe, ein alterer Beitgenoffe de3 Ronfugius war. Der 
Hauptgedanfe in dem Lehriyftem ijt mit dem Namen Tao, ,der Weg", 
berbunden, und feine Philofophie ift die einer iibertweltliden Mufti, die 
er in feiner Schrift ,Zao-Teh-fing” niedergelegt hat. Obgleid das Tao 
mit dDem Gottesbegriff nicht identifd ijt, befonders nidt mit dem einer 
ftveng theiftifden Religion, fo tragt e3 doch das Geprage der Gattlid- 
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feit; Denn e8 ijt das natiirlide Weltpringip und Gefeb, das alle Wirk- 
lichfeit hervorrief. Laotfe felber fdhreibt: ,,€3 gab ein Wefen, Hhaotifh 
und gugleich vollendet, ehe Himmel und Erde entitanden. Still war e3 
und geftaltlos; felbjtanbdig befteht e3 und twandelt fich nidt.... Sm 
Uranfang war das Nichts, und in dem Nichts mar das Tao, aus dem 
das All enjtand.“” Wie im Falle des Konfuzius, fo gefdhah e3 auch bei 
Laotje. Bunadhft tourde erflart, dak ihm Opfer dargebracht werden 
follten. Dann twurden ihm weitere Ehren guerteilt, und fdlieblid 
madte man ifn gum erften Glied der taoiftijen Trinitat. Yn feiner 
jebigen Gejtalt ijt Der Tavismus nichts anderes als eine mythologifd- 
magifde Naturreligion, mit Wberglauben durdfdoffen, und die ge- 
ringeren Gotter der Taoijten zahlen nad) Legionen. Auch der Cinfluf 
fonfugianiftijder und buddbiftifher Sdeen ijt unverfennbar. Dem Bud- 
DHismus ijt wahrfdeinlid der Glaube an ein fompliziertes Syftem von 
Himmeln und Hollen gugufdreiben, das der tavijtijde Papjt und feine 
Priefter fleigig proflamieren. Aber der Synfretismus hat vielfach den 
lUnterfdied gwifdjen den Religionen Chinas ganglich vertwifdt. 
Sntereffant ijt, dak Der Sdhintoismus, Die offizielle Meligion 
Sapans, wenigitens dem Ynhalt nach dem urfpriinglicen RKonfugianis- 
mus berivandt ift. Denn tie in China, fo befteht auch bier eine enge 
natiirlide und religidfe BSegiehung awifdhen dem Himmel und dem 
Kaijer. Denn Shinto ijt ,der Weg der Gotter”, genauer der Landedsz 
gotter, und da8 bedeutet Raijerfultus. Die religidfen und die allgemein 
gefdhidtlidjen Ouellen fallen namlid) in Japan zgufammen, in dem 
RKojifi, ,Gefdhidte der Vegebenheiten im AWltertum”, und im Nihongi, 
den , Sapanifden AUnnalen”. Bu diefen fommen dann nod als Urfunde 
fiir die Rultusformen de3 alten Schinto das Engifdifi bon Ritualterten. 
Nach diefen Urfunden war im Anfang das manniliche und tweiblidhe Prin- 
gip in Himmel und Erde nod ungetrennt. Dann aber entitanden fieben 
Géttergenerationen, gefolgt bon einem Gefdhwifterpaar, Xganagi und 
Sganami. Diefe ergeugten die japanijden Ynjeln, dann als hidhjte 
Naturmacdht die Sonne fotwie die Sonnengdttin Wmaterafu und einen 
Sturmgott, Guja-No-Wo. Die Totalgahl der fchintoiftifchen Gotter 
belauft fic) auf 80 bi 800 Myriaden, die famtlich Naturgotter find. Jn 
feiner praftifhen Uuswirfung betont der Schintoismus befonders cine 
Tatjade, namlid) dak der erfte Raijer Yapans, Simmu Tenno, ein 
direfter Nadhfomme Wmaterafus war. Aus diefem Grunde wird dem 
Mifado Yapans abjolute Oberhoheit und Gottlichfeit gugefdhrieben, fo 
dak fich jebt der ganze Kultus de3 Volfs um diefen Punkt gruppiert. 
Wlerdings wird dem jetweiligen Iebendigen Mtifado gottlide Chre nicht 
direft gegollt, aber feine gittlidje Wbfunft wird fortmahrend betont, be- 
fonder3 da er fofort nach feinem Tobde in die Reihe der Gitter aufge- 
nommen wird. Dicje Tatjade hat auch dadurd feine Veranderung 
erfabren, dak der Buddhismus in foldem Grade in Japan Aufnahme 
gefunden bat, da wohl mehr als die Halfte aller Yapaner fic gu ihm 





Die Gottesidee in heidnifden Religionen 675 


befennt; denn die Priefter Buddhas find fehlau genug, fich dem Bug der 
Zeit angubequemen. Tatfachlich ift die Religion Yapans eine Viel 
gitterei, aber mit befonderer Setonung de3 RKaijerfultu3s. Die Sachlage 
ift bor gwangig Jahren fo gefdildert worden: ,,Die Yapaner find das 
auserwablte Volf Gottes, und die Gegenwart Gottes gibt fich befonder3 
fund in Dem Raijer bon Yapan. Der Sdhintoismus hat die logijche Vez 
ftimmung, die Univerjalreligion und die rettendDe Kultur der gangen 
Menfchheit gu werden.“ 

Wenn wir hier aud) bom Yudaismus reden, fo denfen wir 
felbftverftandlic&h nicht an die Religion de Wlten Teftaments; denn der 
Grundgedanfe de3 Alten Teftaments ijt derfelbe wie der des Neuen 
Teftament3, und der Weg gur GSeligfeit ijt feit der Beit Adams und 
vas derfelbe, namlich durch die Erldfung, die durd den Weibesjamen 
gefdeben ijt. Wber wir unterfdeiden jest mit Mecht den Yudaismus 
alg felbjtandige Religion, namlich feitbem dad Volf der Yuden als 
foldje3, gwifden 27 und 70 n. Chr., nicht erfannt hat, tas gu feinem 
Frieden dient. Der HErr hat allerdings fein Volf nicht verjtoRen, und 
er hat bi3 auf den heutigen Tag feine Auserwwahlten inmitten der leib= 
liden Nachfommen Fsrael3. Aber das Volf der Yuden als foldes hat 
den getweisfagten und erjchienenen Mefjias verleugnet und darum feit 
etiva der Mitte de erjten Yabrhundert3 eine neue Religion ins Leben 
gerufen, die nocd gum Teil die Sprade de3 Alten Teftaments beibehalt, 
im iibrigen aber einen erdichteten Gott verehrt, wie der Heiland das 
felber angibt, Joh.5,23b. Die Gottesidee der jiidifden Religion laft 
fich vielleicht am beften twiedergeben in den Worten de3 gréften Theo- 
fogen de3 Judentums, Maimonides. Diefer fdreibt: Sch glaube mit 
einem vollfommenen Glauben, dak e3 einen Gott gibt; dah er einig ijt 
in einer eingigartigen Cinheit; dak er forperlo3 ijt; dak fich unfere 
Gebete an ifn allein ridten follen; dak alle Worte der Propheten wahr 
find; dDaB Mofes der Hauptprophet ijt; dak das Gefeb, von Mofes ge- 
geben, ohne Veranderung iiberliefert ijt; dak dies Gefew nie verandert 
oder erfebt twerden fann; dagR Gott alle Werke und Gedanfen der 
Menfden fennt; daB er die Gehorjamen belohnt und die itbertreter be- 
ftraft; DaR der Meffias fommen wird; dak eine WAuferftehung der Toten 
ftattfinden twird.” Reider ift der Qudaismu3, das Yudentum, ganalic 
in Werferet vberfunfen, und der Talmud ijt gum grofen Teil ein Wirr- 
fwarr bon Traditionen und Gefebesvorfdriften. Leider twwird der eigent= 
liche Charafter de3 Qudentums bon den meiften Forfdhern nicht recht 
erfannt; denn man richtet fid) mehr nach der Reinheit getwiffer ethifder 
oder moralifder Forderungen al nad) dem etiva noch vorhandenen Reft 
der Schriftlehre von dem dreieinigen Gott, den die Kuden veriverfen. 

Endlich fet noch hingetwiefen auf den Mohammedanismus 
alg die Religion, die in ihren beften Teilen aus gewifjen Gedanfen der 
hrijtlidgen und jiidifcjen Religion gufammengefebt worden ijt. Geinen 
Namen Hat diefe Religion befanntlid) von Mohammed (570—632 
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n. €hr.), der das Religionsbud, den Koran, auf Grund vorgeblider 
gottlidjer Offenbarungen gefdjrieben hat. Die ganze mohammedanijde 
Religion lagt fich gufammenfaffen in den herausfordernden Ruf: ,€3 
ijt fein Gott auger Wah, und Mohammed ift fein Prophet.” Der 
Mohammedanismus veriwirft den dreieinigen Gott mit groker Ent- 
{diedenheit und raumt Chrifto hichftens die Stelle eines hervorragenden 
Propheten ein. Die fiinf grogen Vorjdhriften der mohammedanijden 
Religion find: 1. Die Wiederholung de3 obengenannten Befenntniffes. 
2. Die Gebetsiibung. 3. Der Monat Ramadan al3 Fajtenmonat. 
4. Wmofengeben. 5. Die Pilgerreife nad Meffa. E38 finden fics im 
Roran nicht weniger alS 99 Namen fiir Allah, und die jtete Wieder- 
holung der Formel ,%m Namen des barmbergigen und mitleidsvollen 
Gottes” ijt faft ermiidend. Der Vote der Offenbarung Gottes an Mo- 
hammed ijt der Ergengel Gabriel, und das Syftem gibt den Engeln 
eine fehr prominente Stellung, fo dak durd die maffenbaften Engel, 
Geijter oder Djinns die meijten Mohammedaner praftifd und faktifd 
der Vielgotteret ergeben find. Gelbjtverftandlid) will der Mohamme- 
dDanismus nichts gu tun haben mit einer Crlofung durd Chrifti Blut, 
und die gange Gefdidte de3 Sslam (Unteriwerfung unter Gott) zeigt, 
dag er durch und durch eine Werfreligion ift, die obendrein auf einer 
giemlidh niedrigen Stufe fteht, fo dak von twirflidem moralifdem Wert 
faum die Rede fein fann. ¥.E. Krebmann 





= = 


Was Gamaliel’s Counsel to the Sanhedrin Based on 
Sound Reasoning? 


According to Acts 5:38,39, Gamaliel advised the Sanhedrin 
not to take hasty action with reference to the testimony of the 
apostles and the “Christian movement” but to exercise prudence 
and to wait. His reason for giving this advice he set forth in the 
following words: “For if this counsel or this work be of men, it 
will come to naught; but if it be of God, ye cannot overthrow it, 
lest haply ye be found to fight against God.” We ask: “Is the 
reason given by Gamaliel correct? Does it accord with known 
facts?” 

Before proceeding to our task of answering this question, it 
will be advisable to state what interpretation we place upon the 
expression: “If this ... be of men.” We take this to mean, first, 
if it is something of purely human origin, the result of mere 
human ingenuity or wisdom, something that has no reference to a 
word, command, or promise of God, and which is conceived and 
done with purely human and temporal ends in view; secondly, 
something that is contrary to God’s word or command, or that has 
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the purpose of frustrating the Lord’s promises, something that is 
conceived in, and motivated by, hostility to God, His Word, or His 
Church. Such human counsels and works will terminate on the 
Judgment Day. The effect of the second kind of counsels or 
works will continue beyond the Judgment Day only in the punish- 
ment which they will bring upon their authors. The expression 
“if it be of God” is clear by contrast. 

In the light of this definition we ask: Does every counsel or 
work, testimony or undertaking, which has no higher authority 
than that of men always prove to be short-lived and come to 
naught; and does that which has divine authorship or sanction 
always succeed or endure? 

Our answer will be “Yes” if we are to think of the ultimate 
issue of things, if we are to bear in mind God’s final judgment. For 
it is certain that at the end of the world we shall witness the ful- 
filment of the Lord’s words recorded in Matt. 15:13: “Every plant 
which My heavenly Father hath not planted, shall be rooted up.” 
Then, as St. Paul says in 1 Cor.3:13, “every man’s work shall be 
made manifest”; its character will stand fully revealed. If it is 
“of men,” it will perish; but if it is “of God,” it will endure. 

But we can find no indication in Gamaliel’s words that he 
had this final issue of God’s Judgment in mind; and we might add 
that, so far as our observation goes, most people who appeal to 
Gamaliel’s reasoning have no thought of that. Gamaliel evidently 
desired to give the impression that his words expressed the con- 
clusion which he had reached after considering the temporal and 
visible results of past events. He cites two events of past Jewish 
history and intimates that his advice is given on the strength of 
the lesson taught by these. The lesson is that whatever is of 
mere human device or origin fails in this world while that which 
is “of God” succeeds and endures. Yes, his admonition to the 
Sanhedrists that they wait to see the outcome of the testimony of 
the apostles and of the movement led by them carries with it the 
definite suggestion that mere human counsels and works are of 
short duration. 

When we look at Gamaliel’s reasoning in this light, we im- 
mediately see its fallacy. Indeed, if these words had not been 
uttered at so solemn and critical a moment in the history of the 


1) If it be asked in what sense Gamaliel used the e ression “if 
this .. . be of men ” in the sense of the first or the secon definition, 
it might be said that he P cary agp. Fas | both meanings in mind. Of course 


there is the possibility that he what seems to have been the view 
of his fellow-councilmen, that the apostles, in preaching without the per- 
mission of the rulers, were acting contrary to properly constituted 
er (cf. ‘Acts 4:7} 7) pong therefore in a manner which made them 
guilty of sinning against divine arrangement. 
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Lord’s Church, or if they had been spoken by a man of lesser 
standing and poorer intelligence than Gamaliel’s, we should be 
strongly inclined to dismiss them with the judgment that their 
author had been guilty of faulty generalization, that he had not 
assembled sufficient data cn which to base a sound conclusion; 
that, while many things which are “of men” do come to naught 
after a short time, others show great tenacity and long duration. 
But we are disposed to shield Gamaliel from the full force of the 
criticism and dissent which his expressed principle of judgment 
arouses in us. 

Why are we disposed to shield him at this point? In the first 
place, because there is the possibility that he was, to some extent, 
affected by the apostles’ testimony concerning our Savior’s resur- 
rection in fulfilment of divine prophecy and by their declaration 
that this resurrection revealed the rulers to be men who were 
indeed fighting against God. In other words, it is possible that 
he was prompted to speak as he did by an uneasy conscience, which 
urged him to say something that would be calculated to gain 
time, to prevent action which might encompass their doom.?) In 
such a situation many another has uttered half truths, specious 
arguments, elaborate though fallacious reasoning. 

In the second place, we are inclined to be lenient in our 
judgment of Gamaliel’s reasoning because we cannot help think- 
ing that the Lord was employing him as His instrument to ward 
off disaster from His newly founded Church, which still needed 
the courageous personal and written testimony of the apostles 
for its growth and development. He was the kind of man who 
could be used in the exigency which had arisen. He enjoyed 
prestige, authority, and a reputation for calm and just reasoning. 
With these advantages he was in a position to calm the fanatical 
zeal of the bitter and hostile spirits of the council; and since he, 
though he may have been conscience-stricken, was not willing 
“to go all the way” with the Lord and His cause, was not willing to 
embrace His Gospel and defend His apostles, the Lord made him 
go at least far enough to serve His great eternal purposes.®) 


2) This possibility evidently prompted Stier to write as follows in 
his Discourses of the Apostles: “Gamaliel’s opinion as expressed in that 
council of ungodly men will always possess a highly significant character; 
it may be regarded as the representative of the conscience of the San- 
hedrin, or of that voice which bears witness in every one of God and 
which prompts the reason even of such men to cry aloud: “Take heed!’ ” — 
Quoted in The Acts of the Apostles in Lange’s A Commentary on the 
Holy Scriptures, Schafi’s ation, 1869, p. 101. 

3) In offering this exposition we are not unmindful of the ancient 
Christian tradition that Gamaliel was secretly a Christian and that he, 
together with his son Abib and with Nicodemus, was baptized by Peter 
and John. Our exposition takes no account of this tradition because, 
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But let the motives back of Gamaliel’s remark be what they 
may; if we ask ourselves whether the reason which he assigns 
for prudence is correct, our answer must be “No.” History cer- 
tainly does not confirm his assertion. The pages of sacred as well 
as secular history furnish abundant evidence of its fallacy. Let 
us glance at a few examples. 

The Lord selected the Israelites to be His people. As a chosen 
vine of His, He planted them in a favored land. God’s counsel 
was the moving factor in the founding of the Israelite nation. The 
Lord was certainly sincere in His expressed desire that the Israelites 
remain His people and that they remain in possession of the land 
which He had given them. If evidence of the Lord’s sincerity of 
purpose be demanded of us, we need but point to the fact that 
He sent one inspired prophet after another to keep the Israelites 
true to His covenant. God’s purpose and work made Israel great 
and favored. — But look at Israel today! Its covenant relation to 
God is a thing of past history. There are Jews today who still 
try to cling to the shadow of the past, but the substance is gone! 
And with this covenant relation went Israel’s status as a nation; 
yes, and with it went Israel’s claim to Canaan as its homeland. 


Similar examples are furnished in the pages of the history 
of the Christian Church. Many congregations established by the 


apostles and by the Christians during the postapostolic period 
have long since vanished. The only evidences of their former 
existence and early flourishing condition which we have, outside 
of the pages of church history, are often to be found only in 
archeological museums or in the remains of excavated sites. The 
establishment of these early churches was surely a work of God; 
yet the churches have disappeared. 


When we approach secular history, we find it necessary to 
reverse our procedure and to search for evidence to show that 
movements and institutions which very evidently did not have 
God as their author have nevertheless been marked by what men 
usually call success and have had a prolonged history. This 
reversal of technique is made necessary by the fact that we 


in the first place, it seems to rest on “a conjecture suggested by the 
present text”; in the second place, because “it is by no means sustained 
by the opinion which Gamaliel expresses in vv.35—39.” (See Lange- 
Schaff, p.97.) The last paragraph of this article will be seen to have 
a direct bearing on this second reason. In the third place, Paul, when 
defending himself before the people in Jerusalem, years later, made no 
mention of Gamaliel’s conversion. If the tradition were based upon fact, 
we should feel that Paul would have mentioned it in order to impress 
upon the frenzied Jews that other highly respected Pharisees before 
him had embraced the Gospel and that therefore they ought to stop 
and think before doing him violence. Cf. Acts 22:3. 
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short-sighted mortals are unable to state whether this or that 
human institution or work was willed by the Lord. 

Let us take Buddhism as our first example. From history 
we learn that this was founded in Northern India as early as the 
sixth century before Christ. (For a description of Buddhism see 
Concordia Cyclopedia, art. “Buddhism,” p.99.) This movement 
had what many people would call tremendous success. It “spread 
to practically all India and to Ceylon. It reached Tibet and China 
about the beginning of our era and spread from China to Korea 
and Japan. Still later it spread to Burma and Siam,” Conc. Cyc., 
p. 100. It is true that in some of these countries Buddhism is no 
longer in its original form and that in others it has yielded very 
largely to Hinduism and to Mohammedanism; but the number of 
its adherents is still very great, over a hundred million. It is verily 
the tragic irony of history that such a vast number of men should 
be dwelling in spiritual darkness and yet should call themselves 
followers of the “Enlightened One,” Buddha. We ask: Does the 
tremendous spread of Buddhism and its long history prove its 
divine origin? 

As our second example we shall take Mohammedanism, to 
which we have already referred. During the century following the 
Hegira in 622, Mohammedanism conquered Persia, Syria, Egypt, 
North Africa, and Spain. It was prevented from overrunning 
Europe by the decisive battle of Tours in 732. This fanatical 
religion holds millions in its thralls today. 

Let us take as our final example the Papacy, the records 
of which fill the pages of both secular and Church History. Think 
of how this human institution corrupted primitive Christianity and 
pure doctrine; think of its blasphemous pretensions, and then of 
its immense spread, its vast power, its effects on the history of all 
the nations of the civilized world, of its long history, and its present 
vitality. Shall we say that its phenomenal “success” and its long 
duration prove its divine origin? 

Possibly some one may say: But haven’t many humanly con- 
ceived counsels and works come to naught during the centuries 
since Gamaliel uttered his famous words? We must certainly 
answer: No doubt they have. Many a false prophet has arisen 
and vanished; many social institutions and customs of the past 
are now of interest only to the antiquarian; many a revolution 
effected only a temporary change in human society. To offset 
that fact, however, is this, that many noble works undertaken 
in obedience to the Lord’s word and many noble fruits of the 
Spirit have languished and died. How many budding Christian 
lives have not been blighted by later unbelief or by sin and 
vice? How many homes that were founded with Christ as the 
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invisible Guest of Honor have not later become abodes of selfish- 
ness, of worldly care, of pleasure-seeking? How many Christian 
congregations have not been torn asunder by bitterness and strife? 
How many Christian schools have not broken away from their 
ancient religious moorings and become active purveyors of Mod- 
ernism, rationalism, atheism? Finally, does not current as well 
as past history reveal to us the spectacle of nations within whose 
boundaries the Christian religion once exerted a wide influence and 
whose people and institutions strongly felt the impact of the teach- 
ings and the spirit of the Gospel subverting the Christian religion 
or achieving what seems to be considerable success in suppress- 
ing it? 

History, then, cannot be invoked to furnish proof either for the 
assertion that things of purely human origin quickly come to 
naught or for the claim that what is of God necessarily prospers 
‘and endures in this world. 

Does it seem anomalous that this should be so? Can God’s 
works ever fail? Can any works of men last longer than some 
of God’s? If so, are we not faced with a mystery? Yes, the 
mystery of sin! The mystery of rational creatures, originally 
created with freedom of moral choice and action, sinning against 
their gracious and glorious Lord, and then pursuing their own 
sinful and wilful course in this world, resisting the Lord’s Spirit, 
fighting against His Word, seeking to destroy His Church and His 
influence. Psalm 2 describes this sinful madness in striking terms: 
“Why do the heathen rage and the people imagine a vain thing? 
The kings of the earth set themselves, and the rulers take counsel 
together, against the Lord and against His Anointed, saying, ‘Let 
us break their bands asunder, and cast away their cords from us.’” 
We know that ultimately the works of sin and the counsels of the 
ungodly will fail. Ultimately “He that sitteth in the heavens... 
shall have them in derision”; on the Last Day “He will speak unto 
them in His wrath and vex them in His sore displeasure.” Yes, 
often the Lord confounds the counsels of men, dashes their works 
in pieces like a potter’s vessel, breaks His enemies with a rod of 
iron, already in this world. For His eternal purposes cannot fail! 
But beyond this we must concede that while time lasts and sin 
endures, while Satan is permitted to exercise power as ruler 
in the darkness of this world, we shall often have to lament the 
fact that many gracious purposes of God are brought to naught so 
far as we short-sighted mortals can see, while many sinful 
designs of men bear fruit.” 


4) What has here been said about man’s ability to resist God in 
matters pertaining to His gracious will with regard to men, but about his 
inability to resist God in matters pertaining to His eternal purposes, 
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By what principles, then, are we to be governed when we are 
confronted with the necessity of judging whether a counsel or 
work, a movement or an institution, is of divine or human 
character? 

The first principle is surely this: If a counsel or work is 
anchored in the Word of God, if it is stated, taught, or commanded 
therein, we must accept and confess it; and we must assume the 
consequences of such acceptance and confession, even though 
these include suffering, hardship, persecution. Our attitude in 
this case must be that of the apostles, who in the presence of 
prudent Gamaliel and his fanatical associates said, “We ought to 
obey God rather than men,” and, “We cannot but speak the things 
which we have seen and heard,” 5:29; 4:20. This attitude 
ultimately meant death to the apostles, just as it did later to the 
Christian martyrs; but they died with the praise of God on their 
lips and His heavenly comfort in their hearts and left us a noble 
example to follow. 

This conviction moved Luther to raise his voice against the 
anti-Scriptural doctrines and practises of the Papacy, even though 
these were hoary with age. It gave him the courage to say in the 
presence of the Emperor and the Pope’s legate: “Here I stand; 
I cannot do otherwise!” — Again, this conviction causes the Church 
to start new missions wherever and whenever a favorable oppor- 
tunity presents itself and to put men and money to work in these 
missions; and earnest Christians, when asked to support them, 
do not wait for glowing reports of success before heeding the plea; 
they do not say, with prudent Gamaliel, “Let us see first whether 
this is God-willed or not.” They give without delay, in cheerful 
obedience to the Savior’s will and in love to their fellow-redeemed, 
knowing full well that the real results of the mission-work will 
not be seen until after time has ceased to exist. 

The second principle is this: If something is not prescribed 
or taught in God’s Word, but is not contrary to it either, and we 
are convinced that it is good, we should give it that measure and 
form of support which circumstances seem to call for. Thus a 
democratic form of government is an adiaphoron. Yet we think 
it is an excellent thing; we proclaim our belief that it is; and 


reminds us of course of Luther’s dictum: “When God works through 
means, He can be resisted; but when He works without means, in His 
revealed glory (in nuda maiestate), He cannot be resisted.” It reminds 
us also of the classical illustration of this canon of judgment, viz., that 
the spiritual resurrection and the preserving in faith effected through the 
means of grace (Luke 2:34; Eph.2:1; Col.2:12) may be resisted or 
frustrated, while the bodily resurrection, which will be effected by God’s 
sovereign command, cannot be resisted. (Matt. 25:31,32; John 11:24.) 
See ~~" Christian Dogmatics, p.134; and Pieper’s Christliche Dog- 
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we give effect to our views by supporting our own democratic 
form of government in thought and deed and by opposing any 
political philosophy which would seek to substitute another form 
for it, even though this philosophy did not advocate the use of force. 

The third principle is this: When we are really not able to 
decide whether a work is of God or of men, whether it is good 
or bad, advantageous or not, we should pause and stand aloof, 
looking for developments which might reveal its true nature or 
effect. If later developments convince us that it is either good or 
bad, the course which we ought to pursue with reference to it will 
then be clear. 

May we assume that Gamaliel found himself in this pre- 
dicament? Could he have truthfully made the plea that he found 
himself confronted with a situation in which the evidence at 
hand made it impossible for him to come to a definite decision? 
In answering this question it will be impossible for us to spare 
Gamaliel. To decide whether the Christian movement, as we 
might call it, was of men or of God should not have been 
dificult for him. As a Pharisee and teacher of the Law he was 
thoroughly familiar with Messianic prophecy. As one of the San- 
hedrin he must have known the facts of the Savior’s life, His 
teachings and miracles, for his very position would open to him 
many avenues for obtaining such information. Jesus had been 
arraigned before, and condemned by, the Sanhedrin, of which he 
was a member. He knew of Christ’s resurrection and without a 
doubt of the miraculous events of Pentecost Day. He knew also 
of the complete change which the events of this day had wrought 
in the erstwhile timid apostles and of the miracles which they were 
performing. Indeed, so far as the miracles are concerned, we 
must bear in mind that one of these was the immediate occasion 
for the present trial of the apostles and that another, their won- 
derful delivery from prison in spite of guards, had but shortly 
before been brought to the attention of the Sanhedrists and had 
necessitated the rearrest of the apostles. Verily with all of this 
evidence before him Gamaliel might well be thought to have been 
in a position to say not merely, “If this work be of God”; but 
“That it IS of God we cannot deny!” 


Madison, Wis. Wu. C. BurHor 
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Predigtentwiirje fiir die Cvangelien der Thomafins- 
Perifopenreihe 


Dreizehnter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
Matth. 5, 14—16 


Chriften find felige Leute, felbjt wenn die Welt fie berfolgt, BV. 11. 
Durd folde Behandlung follen fie fid in ihrem Verufe nicht irremaden 
laffen. Sie find namlich das Salg der Erde; fie find dad Licht der Welt. 
Ws Salg follen fie der allgemeinen Faulnis mebren; als Lit follen 
fie Die Dunfelheit, die geiftlide Finjterni3, erleudten durd Wort und 
BWandel. Achten wir einmal auf diefe3 Wort: 


nvor feid da8 Lidt der Welt” 


1. Wie notig der Welt cin Lit ift 
2. Wie die Chriften e3 fein tinnen 


1 

B.ida. Die Welt hat ein folches Licht gar fehr notig; liegt ja in 
Nacht und Finfternis. Rinder diefer Welt geben dies freilich nicht gu. 
Riihmen fic) ihrer Weisheit, Heiligkeit ufm. Wer wollte verneinen, 
dak auf irdifehem Gebiet die Welt groge Fort{dritte gemacht hat? Er- 
findungen. Wollen e3 anerfennen, miiffen aber tropbem darauf bins 
tweijen, dab alle gute Gabe bon oben herabfommt. — Aber der grofe 
Sebler der Welt ijt, daB fie glaubt, auch auf geiftlicjem Gebiet vollfom- 
men gu fein. Mimmt nidt an: ,Unfer Wiffen und Verjtand ift mit 
Finfternis umbillet.” Ym Geijtliden ijt der moderne Menfd geradefo 
untwiffend twie ehedem. Nacht, Finfternis. Rennt fich felbjt nicht, weif 
nidt, dag er bor Gott nicht beftehen fann. Merkt nidt, dak er Sflave 
de3 Satans ijt. Wei nichts vom Heiland der Giinder. Werachtet da3 
Wort der Gnade. Weijt felbjtgeredht Vergebung durch Chrifti Blut ab. 
Wenn ihm das Licht nidt gebradht wird, muh er etwig verlorengefen. 

Somit haben die Chriften cine hohe Aufgabe in diefer Welt. Sie 
follen in Ddiefes Reid) der Finfterni3 das Helle Lidt des Coangelium3 
bineintragen, al8 da8 Licht der Welt die Finfterni3 vertreiben und arme 
blinde Giinder auf den Weg des Vebens fiihren. ,.Ghr feid das Licht 
der Welt.“ Wie fonnt ifr ein foldje3 Licht fein? 


2 
Wenn der Heiland gu den Seinen fagt: Shr feid” ufm., dann 
fieht er davon ab, daf er das eigentlide Lidht der Welt ift. Hat e8 
twiederholt gejagt. ,%n ifm war das Leben, und das Leben war das 
Richt der Menfden.“” Sebt dies alle3 boraus; doch follen feine Singer 
feine eigene Art, feine Vefdhaffenheit, an fic) haben. Deshalb find fie 
bon ihm gu Lidtern gemacht worden. Auch Chriften find bon Natur 
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nicht beffer al8 andere Menfden. Denn ifr twaret weiland Finfternis, 
aber nun feid ifr ein Licht in dem HErrn.” Yn dem HErrn, durd 
den Glauben an ibn, find fie nun ein Licht. Er hat fie berufen von der 
Finjternis gu feinem twunderbaren Lidt. Hat einen Hellen Schein in 
ibre Gergen gegeben, fie gur Erfenntni3 de3 Geils gefiihrt. Bei ihnen 
ift urd) Gottes Gnade eitel Licht. Und nun follen fie fdeinen in der 
Welt, follen fic) anfehen al3 die von Gott gefebten Lehrer der Welt in 
den Dingen, bon denen Leben oder Tod, Seligfeit oder Verdammnis 
abhangt. 

Diefen hohen, Herrlicjen Beruf follen die Chriften nun aud er- 
fiillen. Gollen fcheinen al Lichter in der Welt. C8 ift eigentlich gar 
nic&ht3 andere3 moglic. iegt in der Natur der Sache, dak ein Licht 
Helle verbreitet, Dunfelheit vertreibt. Denn die chriftlide Kirche gleicdht 
einer Stadt auf dem Berge, B.14b. Biwar ift fie fein und unanfehn- 
lich, menfehlic) geredet; doch find die Augen der Welt auf die Chriften 
gericjtet. Diefe ertwartet von ifnen, daf fie einen tadellojfen Wandel 
fiihren. Rirdje foll je und je nicht berborgen bleiben, fondern durch Wort 
und Wandel die Augen anderer auf fich ziehen. — Leuchten follen die 
Chriften. Dagu find fie gu Chriften gemadt worden, BV.15. Cine 
RKergze oder fleine Lampe fegt man auf einen Veudter, bon two aus fie 
am beften da8 Zimmer erleuchten fann. Go hat Gott die Chriften an- 
gegiindet als Lichter der Welt, nicht damit fie das Licht verborgen halten 
follen. Ware bequem; viel leichter gu fdhiweigen als gu befennen. GStets 
werden wir berfudht, unfern Chriftenberuf gu verleugnen. Dadurd ent- 
gehen tir Spott, aber wir erfiillen nidt unfere Chriftenpflicht. 

Nein, wir, die wir erleuchtet find, follen anbdern Leudjten, VB. 16a. 
Gollen da3 Evangelium verfiindigen. Gollen eS der Welt fagen, daf fie 
im argen Tiegt, Dag aber Gott die Welt geliebt hat, Yoh. 3,16. Collen 
berblendeten Menjdjen fagen, dak fie nicht dDurd Werke, fondern aus 
Gnaden durch den Glauben felig werden fonnen, Yoh. 14,6. — Aber 
nidt nur durch Wort, fondern auch durch Wandel follen mir Chrijten 
unjern Glauben betweifen, V.16b. Das find die Hichften und beften 
Werke, tenn wir andern den Weg gum Leben zeigen. Aber gum Wort- 
befenntnis mu da3 Tatbefenntnis fommen. Wir diirfen nidt durdh 
Wandel cinreiRen, was wir durd Vefenntnis aufgebaut haben. Gonft 
gelten twir mit Recht al Geudler. Andere werden RKirde und Vater 
im Simmel verachten. Aber tweldh eine gewaltige Tatpredigt ijt eg, 
wenn twir Chriften nad Gottes Wort leben, treu, ehrlich, fleigig, ge- 
wiffenhaft, verfihnlich, bilfbereit uj. find! Welt achtet wohl darauf, 
ertwartet e3, merft e3, tenn wir anders leben. 

Und atwar follen wir gu einem herrliden Biwec unfer Lidt fo durd 
Wort und Wandel leudten laffen. Nicht gu unferm Lob, fondern gum 
Preije des Vaters im Himmel. Mebhrgahl der Menfdjen wohl dadurdh 
nicht beeinflugt, aber etlidje werden doch immer durd) Wort und Wandel 
der Chrijten befehrt. Werden Gott preifen, jeine Bibel, Kirche. Bur 
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Erfenntnis der Siinde, gum Glauben gebradt. Preifen Gott durdh 
Wort und Wandel hier in der Beit, dort in der Ciwigfeit. 

Das ift unfere hohe Aufgabe. Wer wollte leugnen, dah wir eine 
folde Mahnung ftets ndtig haben? GScheuen uns oft, Glauben gu be- 
fennen; twandeln mit der Welt; fegen Licht unter den Sdheffel. Dadurdh 
wird Gottes Name gelajtert, nicht gepriejen. Dadurch werden Leute im 
Unglauben beftarft. — Bijt du ein Licht? Wie geigit du es? Hajt du 
den Mut, deiner Hbergeugung gemaBR gu bandeln? MRedeft du gerne 
bom Heiland? Wandelft du fo, dak man merfen fann, dak du e3 ernft 
meinjt? Witte um Vergebung. Gebrauche das Wort, das ein Licht auf 
deinem Wege ijt; mit diefem Wort wirjt du andern Leudten fonnen auf 
dem Weg zur Seligfeit. ODarum: ,,Whr feid das Licht der Welt”, V. 16. 

Kaul Rinig 


Vierzehnter Sonntag nad Trinitatis 
Matth. 10, 28—38 


nw glaube, dDarum rede id)”, fagt der Pfalmift, Pf.116,10. Go 
twill Der HErr eS haben: Wer gum Glauben an ibn gefommen ijt, der 
foll nun auch bor der Welt von feinem GHeiland zeugen. Go fandte er 
in den Tagen feines Fleifches feine Viinger aus gu predigen, naddem 
er fie gu fic) gegogen und gelehrt hatte, Matth. 10, 5 ff. C8 ift des 
HErrn Wille, dak wir jest dies Gefdaft der Giinger fortjfeben und 
ibn, unfern Geiland, bor der Welt befennen. — Aber fohon der Pfalmijt 
febt hingu: ,,%ch werde aber fehr geplagt.” Go befchreibt der HErr 
feinen Qiingern, twas fie in Der Welt gu erwarten haben, wenn fie von 
ifm geugen. Der HErr will heute noch feine blinden Biinger; fie follen 
erjt ihre Rojten iiberfdlagen, ehe fie anfangen, ihren Turm zu bauen, 
und dann im bollen Sewubptfein, was ihrer martet, ihren Siingeriweg 
antreten. — Sn unjerm ert zeigt nun der HErr, warum wir tro’ 
allem, twas un3 drobt, dDennoch freudig ifn bor der Welt befennen follen. 
Qn einer gang meifterhaften Rede jtellt er das Fiir und Wider gegen- 
iiber und gieht dann da8 Fazit: 


Pirdhtet end) nidt, euren Heiland vor der Welt gu befennen! 


Wir beadten, 
1. warum wir un8 wohl fiirdten migten 
2. warum wir uns trobdem nigt firdten follen 


1 
Wenn der HErr befdreibt, VB. 34—36, mie eB in der Welt her- 
geben wird, two immer fein Cvoangelium gepredigt wird, fo ift das auf 
den erften Gli itberrajdend. Chrifti Cbangelium ift fo berrlicd, dah 
dod alle Siinder e3 mit grifter Freubde begriigen follten; Chrifti Diener 
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jagen nach dem Frieden gegen jedermann. Und dod) ift e3 natirlid. 
Chriftus ijt gefommen, die Werke des Teufels gu gerjtiren; fein Cvan- 
gelium fiihrt dies Werk aus; darum ftdRt eS in der Welt, in der der 
Gatan herrfdht, auf beftandigen Widerjtand. 

Go miiffen Chrifti Beugen leiden. Wn Chrifto teilt fich die Menfd- 
heit; Freunde wenden fic) ab; Familien fpalten fid) (Rain und Abel; 
Chrijtus und feine Briider). Das tut bitter web, weil Chriften feine 
Gtoifer find und teil ihr eigen Fleifch immer einftimmt, wenn Gatan 
und Welt ihre Enghergigfeit und Starrfopfigfeit fiir folde Bertrennung 
perantiwortlich madden. €3 fommen Biweifel: Sollten mir nicht nach- 
giebiger fein? 

€3 fommt tatfachlid Verfolgung; guseiten fdlimm, fo dah e3 
wirklic) auf Blut und Leben geht; gutveilen, und gwar in unfern Tagen 
gewohnlidj, in anderer Form: Spott, Verachtung, Widerfprucd; Ver- 
leumdung, als fei der Chrift lieblos und ftreitfiichtig; Riicwirfung auf 
Beruf und Gefdaft: Verdiente Wnerfennung wird verfagt; Ausgeich- 
nungen gehen boriiber auf foldje, die ,gefdmeidiger” find. 

Darum fommen vielleicht Nahrungsjorgen. Nicht nur, dak der 
Chrift um de3 Gewwifjen3 willen viel in VSeruf und Gefdaft meiden muk, 
twas andere tun; er Ddarf fich nicht auf gute ogenfreunde verlafjen, dak 
fie ibm elfen; oft erfabrt er tatfacdhlid) Hindernis und Feindfdaft aus 
folcjen Rreijen. 

Wir danfen Gott, dak er uns die Verfolgung auf Blut erfpart. 
&3 liegt aber Darin eine Gefabr fiir un3: dak wir meinen, die Welt habe 
fich geandert; man fonne heute ein Chrift fein, ohne Verfolgung gu 
leiden, 2 Tim. 3,12. CErfahrjt du davon nichts, fo priife did. Du 
haft e3 an dem aufrichtigen, getvifjenhaften Beugnis Chrijti bor der 
Welt in Wort und Tat fehlen laffen. Mach’s in Zufunft beffer und 
fiirchte dich nicht bor den Folgen. 

2 

Die FeindjGhaft wird freilid) bleiben. Der HErr hat nicht ver- 
fprodjen, dak er mit allmadhtiger Hand die} Kreuz abiwenden twill. Das 
Kreuz ijt eben gut fiir den Chrijten; dadurch wird fein Glaube gelautert 
und fein chriftlider Charafter gejtarft. Ferner gibt gerade das Kreuz, 
willig und ohne Murren getragen, jfeinem Befenntnis von Chrijto den 
rechten Nachdruc bor der Welt; ein folches Befenntnis, ungeachtet der 
Leiden, die Darauf folgen, ift die fraftigite Predigt und bleibt nidt ohne 
Cindruc auf die Welt. 

Das Kreug bleibt. Aber eS foll un3 nicht jdhaden, B.28. Der 
HErr nimmt den dugerften Fall guerft. Nicht3, was Menfdhen uns anz 
tun fonnen, fann unferer Geele fdjaden; e3 fann uns hidhftens dad 
furge Leben in diefer Welt berbittern oder verfiirzen; unfer eigentliches 
Leben im Himmel, in der Cwigfeit, fonnen fie nicht anriifren. Und 
felbjt in diefem Leben fann un3 nichts gefdehen, al tas er, der himm- 
lijhe Vater, hat verfehen und was er haben will, B. 29. 30. 
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Vor allem foll das Ende uns Mut und Freudigfeit geben, Chriftum 
gu befennen. Wer ibn bier bor Menjcjen befennt, den wird er dort bor 
feinem Vater befennen; wer hier vor allen Menfdjen Beugnis ablegt: 
SEfus ift mein Heiland, mein HErr und Meifter, dem wird YEfus dort 
das Zeugnis geben: Diefer ift mein Singer; er fommt nicht ins Geridt, 
fondern ift bom Tode zum Leben hindurdgedrungen, Yoh.5,24. Wer 
follte bet der Getwifheit noch irgend etwas fiirdhten, twas diefes Leben 
bringen fann? — Wher eine ernfte Warnung: Chriftum verleugnen, 
nicht befennen, wird dies gur Folge haben: Chrijtus wird ihn ver- 
feugnen bor feinem himmlifden Vater; und der ijt verloren, denn wen 
Chriftus nicht als den Geinen anerfennt, der hat an Gott nidt einen 
liebenden Water, fondern den giirnenden Richter, der Leib und Geele 
berderben fann in die Galle. 

Sn diefer Beit geiftlicer Gleidgiiltigfeit ijt e3 ndtig, dak wir uns 
ernftlid im Lidjte diefes Textes priifen. Wir verdienen uns nicht den 
Himmel durch unfer Sefenntnis, aber Chriftum befennen ijt ein ndtiges 
Stiic de mahren Chrijtentum3. Wer fich noch fiirchtet, Chrijtum 3u 
befennen, dem felt ettoas an feinem Chrijtentum; und bier mill der 
$Err uns ermutigen, das Verjaumnis gutgumaden, wenn wir uns 
deffen fdjuldig finden. — Lied 267, 7. 8. Theo. Hover 


winfzehuter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
Ruf. 18, 1—8 


Das Gebet ift ein herrlidjes Vorredht der Chriften, worin ifr 
Rindesverhalinis gu ifrem himmilifden Vater fo redht gum Ausdrud 
fommt. Und dod bediirfen fie in ihrer Schwachheit der Crmunterung, 
fich diefeS Vorredhts gu bedienen, infonderheit alle geit gu beten 
und nit [aR gu werden. — Bie fo mancdes will und lak” 
maden: fdeinbarer Verzgug der Hilfe in der Not ufiv.! Chen damit 
fie nidt lah”, entmutigt, werden und fich dadurch der gottliden Hilfe 
berauben, gibt der HErr YEfus feinen Viingern aller Zeiten das Gleid- 
nis unfer3 Terte3 und madt aud felbft die Anwendung dagu. 


Warum follen Chriften im Beten nist (af werden? 


1. Beil der HGErr verheift, feine Auserwahlten 
gu retten 
2. Beil der HErr vberheift, dies ,in einer KRiirgze” 
gu tun 
1 
Der HErr gieht in diefem Gleidnis den Schluf von dem menfdlid 
Unbollfommenen und Giindliden gu dem gottlid) Vollfommenen. Wthn- 
Yieh Qué. 11, 5.18; 16,8. 
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a. Der ungeredjte Ridter im Gleidjnis ift das gerade Widerfpiel 
von Ridtern, wie Gott fie fiir fein Volt haben wollte, 5 Mof. 16, 18—20. 
Ex ijt gottlos, ungeredht, riicfidjtslo3, eigenniibig ufiv., B. 2.4.5. 

b. Gott ift bollfommen. Cr ift gerecht, Dan. 9,7. Er ift die Liebe 
felbft, 1 30h. 4,8. Cr hat die Seinen fdjon von Cwigfeit geliebt und 
fie in Chrijto gur Rindfdaft und gur Seligfeit erwahlt. Gie find in 
Wahrheit ,feine Auserwwablten”, V.7. Vgl. Mim. 8,28—30. Gott ijt 
getreu und twabrhaftig, Pj. 33,4. Andere herrlide Cigenfdaften: 
®f.145,9; 2Mof.34,6.7. Weld cin Gott im Gegenfak gu jenem 
ungeredjten Richter im Gleidnis! 

c. Der Sdhlug: BV. 7a. Die Antwort auf diefe Frage ein ent- 
fdiedenes Ya. Gott wird gewiflid feine Auserwahlten retten, die gu 
ibm Tag und Nadt rufen. Hat das anbaltende, durdhaltende (eis 
telos) Flehen der Witwwe den ungeredjten und nur eigenniigigen Richter 
iiberiwunden, B. 5, wieviel mehr wird fic) nicht unfer Gott bon Herzen 
gern dur das anbaltende Gebet der Seinen iibertwinden laffen! Bafobs 
Rampf, 1 Mof.32, 24 ff. Das fanaandifde Weib, Matth. 15, 22—28. 

Wie, follten wir da lak werden? Lied 379, 3. 


2 
Der HErr verheift, feine Auserwwablten ,in einer Riirge” gu 
retten, B. 8a. 


a. Der ungeredhte Richter hat jene Witwe recht lange twarten laffen, 
und e3 tware ihr faum gu berdenfen gewefen, wenn fie fdlieblidh lak” 
geworden ware. — Den bedrangten Chriften will e3 bisweilen f hei- 
nen, al8 ob der OErr lange gigere. eifpiele. Darin liegt dann die 
Gefabr fiir fie, das Beten entmutigt aufgugeben. 

b. Bn Wahrheit gigert der HErr feinen Augenbli€ mit der Er- 
horung de3 Gebets. Die giweite Frage in BV. 7: ,,Sollte er e3 mit ihnen 
bergiehen?” ift entidieden mit Nein gu beantworten. (Makrothymein 
= ,vergigern” paft biel beffer in den Bufammenbhang und fommt nidt 
in Ronflift mit ,,in einer Riirge”, fdnell. Val. Studie iiber diefen Fert, 
Hom. Mag., Bhrg. 34, Sept.) Ya, fdnell verheikt der HErr gu erhiren 
und gu elfen, Sef. 65, 24. — Freilich, das fichtlidje und fichtbare Cin- 
greifen Gottes entgieht fid) bisweilen dem menfdliden Blide und der 
Erfahrung. Nichtsdeftoweniger ijt der Chriften Gebet erhirt und Gottes 
liebevoller Rat in der Ausfiihrung. Auch die Stunde feiner fidtliden 
Hilfe hat der HErr in Liebe und Weisheit beftimmt. Yn der Veftim- 
mung feiner Stunde nimmt er Riidfidt auf alles, twas allerfeits gut 
und beilfam ift (Priifung und Starfung der Seinen, Geduld mit 
/ BWiderfadhern” ufte. Go fann man Luthers ,Geduld”, B.7, bvber- 
twerten. Man tadele in der Predigt nidjt diefe iberfebung.) Schliek- 
Tih ift in Sinficht auf die Flucht der Beit alle fdeinbare Vergzigerung 
nur ein Kleines. Und bis feine Stunde fommt, Hilft der HErr felbjt 

44 
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in Liebe und Geduld den Geinen, ihr Kreuz, alle Bedrangniffe, gu 
tragen, troftet und jtarft fie mit der Getwifheit: Rim. 8, 28. 


Darum ja nicht ,lak” werden! Lied 382, 3. 4. 
Wug. Vernthal 


Sedhzehnter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
Matth. 25, 14—30 

1 Ror. 4,2 gilt gundachft von den Predigern als Haushaltern iiber 
GotteS Geheimnifje zur Warnung gegen unbefugtes Richten von feiten 
der Zubdrer und findlicje Bevorgugung wegen auferer Begabung, 
Kap.1—3. Mit diefen Worten fpricht der AWpojtel cine Wahrheit aus, 
Die iiberhaupt in Gottes Reich gilt, die gerade aud) in unjerm Tert uns 
bor Wugen gejtellt twird. 


Die redhte Treue im Dienft de3 HErrn 


1. Golde Treue erwartet der HErr 
2. Golde Treue belohnt der HErr 


1 
B.14. Auch un3 hat der HErr feine Giiter ausgetan, iibergeben. 
Bgl. 1 Kor. 3,21—23. Welch herrliche Giiter, die Chriftus einem 
jeden eingelnen Chriften als foftlides Gefchenf gegeben hat! Nicht hat 


der Menjch dicfe Giiter felber ertvorben, fondern fie find freie Gnaden- 
gabe Gottes. Die vom HErrn eriwartete Treue befteht vor allem darin, 
dak tir alles, twa8 wir haben, als jeine Gaben anerfennen. 

Trokdem wir fo reid) ausgeftattet find, bleiben wir dod Knedhte, 
Slaven Chrifti, BV. 14, die diefe Giiter nicht nad eigenem Gutdiinfen 
gebraucjen diirfen, fondern nach dem Willen de3 HErrn, der von feinen 
Knedhten am Siingjten Tage Rechenfchaft fordern wird, B.19. Der 
Err ertartet bon un3, dagB wir uns gang und gar feinem Willen 
unteriverfen. Qeder Cigentville ijt Untreue; vgl. 1 Gam. 16, 22. 23. 
Rechte Treue erfordert willigen, unbedingten Gehorjam. 

Diefer Gehorfam eriweijt fich darin, daB wir die uns anvertrauten 
Gaben nach dem Willen de HErrn verwalten, V.15—18. Qn einem 
grofen Saushalt, wie die Gemeinde Gottes e8 ift, ijt manderlet Arbeit 
gu tun. Der HErr hat nicht nur die Werkzeuge, jeine Knedhte, fic) guz 
bereitet, fondern auch fon die Werke, die cin jeder tun foll, Eph. 2,10 
(Grundtert: ,,tveldhe Gott guvor bereitet hat”). Diefe Dienfte find gar 
berfciedener Urt, 1 Ror. 12,4—30. Chrijtus gibt einem jeden Gliede 
feiner Rirde einen befonderen Dienjt und verleiht cinem jeden die 
Gaben, die dagu nétig find, gerade das Werk auszuridten, das er fiir 
einen jeden unter unS zubor bereitet hat, dak wir Darin tandeln follen. 
Diefe Gaben find geijtlicje Gaben: gute Erfenntnis, Gabe der Erz- 
maghnung, des Gebets ujiv.; geijtige Gaben: Harer Verjtand, fdnelle 





Predigtentiwiirfe flir die Thomafius-Coangelienperifopen 691 


Auffaffung uftv.; leiblidge Gaben: Gefundheit, Yugendfrijdme ufiv.; 
irdifhe Gaben: Reichtum, Cinflug, giinitige oder ungiinjtige Gelegen- 
heiten, fcjwierige oder leidhte Verhaltnifje und dergleiden mehr. Chri- 
ftus will nun, da ein jeder mit dem ihm anbertrauten Pfund, das heift, 
mit den ifm bverliehenen Gaben, unter den vorliegenden Verhaltnijjen 
die ihm gegebenen Gelegenheiten ausniibt in feinem Dienfte und im 
Dienft feiner Gemeinde. Cin Chrijft foll nicht das tun wollen, twogu Gott 
igm die Gaben nicht gegeben hat, nur weil ihm das beffer gefallt als 
der Wirfungstreis, Den Gott ihm gZugetwiefen hat und wogu er ihm die 
notigen Gaben verliehen hat. Cin Chrift foll aber auch nicht weniger 
tun twollen, al die ihm bverliehenen Gaben e3 von ihm verlangen. 
Wollte einer, der fiinf Bentner erhalten hat, fich damit gufrieden geben, 
nur einen Qentner gu getwinnen, fo twiirde er fich derjelben Giinde 
fhuldig madjen, die B.18 gefchildert wird. Er wiirde vier Bentner 
pergraben. Rechte Treue erfordert, da der Chrift feine Weisheit, feine 
Lebensfraft, feine Bildung, feine irdifden Mittel, fein freundliches 
Wefen in den Dienft de3 HErrn ftellt; durd frommen Wanbdel, durd 
Ehrlidfeit in Handel und Gefdhaft, durch Schreiben chriftlider Biicher, 
durch perfonlide Arbeit in der Gemeinde, in der Synode, an den Kirdh- 
fofen, in der Familie, im Kreije der BSefannten, two immer er Gelegenheit 
hat, mit feinem Pfunde touchert, V. 27, damit die Sache feines HErrn 
gefordert, fein Reich weiter ausgebreitet werde. 


Dazgu hat der HErr uns gu feinen Knechten gemacht; dazu hat er 
uns mit reicdjen Giitern ausgeftattet; dagu hat er un3 gur Veriwaltung 
diefer Giiter befondere Gaben gefdhentt, dak wir treu fein mdgen. Hat 
er nicht das Recht, jolde Treue von uns gu ertwarten? 


9 


B.19—23. Welch herrlicer Lohn! Beachten wir, dak nicht die 
Gripe der Gabe noch de3 Erfolgs den Lohn beftimmt, fondern die er- 
wiefene Treue. Diejelbe Seligfeit, derfelbe Himmel, diefelbe Freude, 
diefelbe Gemeinfdaft mit dem HErrn wird verheifen, einerlei ob man 
givei oder fiinf Bentner empfangen oder geivonnen hat. 

Diefer Lohn ijt ein Gnadenlohn, der alles Verdienft ausfchliest. 
Shm gegenitber werden felbjt fiinf Bentner, der grofte Reichtum, die 
bichite Weisheit, die denfbar reichjte Crfenntnis gottlicer Dinge, als 
wwenig begeichnet. Go iiber[chwenglich ijt die Herrlicdfeit, die an uns 
aus Gnaden geoffenbart werden foll. Cin Gnadenlohn in Tat und 
Wahrheit! Was FEfus Luf. 17,10 von unniiken Knedten fagt, das 
wird auch durch unfer Gleichnis beftatigt: wir haben auch nidt einen 
Heller tert mehr getan, als wir gu tun fduldig waren. Ya, dah wir 
iiberhaupt Gaben haben, haben wir Chrifto gu verdanfen, Eph. 4, 7. 8. 
Daf wir arbeiten fonnen, dazu haben wir die Kraft und Willigfeit von 
Gott befommen, Eph.2,10. Wenn tir treu getwefen find, fo ift das 
Chrifti Berk; auch wenn wir Erfolg gehabt haben, Pf. 127, 1.2; 1 Kor. 
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4,7. — Und nun fiigt der gnadige HErr nod ein meitered Gefdhent 
bingu, vertraut uns nod biel berrlidere Giiter an, belohnt un itber 
Denfen und Ertwarten. Welch eine fhandlide, fluchwiirdige Gefinnung 
ift doch die Untreue, die das ihr berliehene Pfund vergrabt, fic) weigert, 
ihrem gnadigen HErrn gu dienen, e3 ifm unmidglich macht, ihr die Fiille 
feiner Gnade gu eriveifen! Und weld ein madtiger Unfporn gu redter, 
eifriger Treue im Dienft de3 HErrn ijt die unausfpredlide Gnade 
unfer3 Seilandes, der und gu foldem Dienft befabigt und ihn fo herr- 
lich belohnt! OErr, made uns treu! Zh. Latis 








Miscellanea 





Must We Relinquish Luther on John 5:39 and Gal. 4:4? 


In a review on our recently published book Faith of Our Fathers, the 
Lutheran Church Quarterly, liberal scholastic journal of the U.L.C.A., 
criticizes the time-old exposition (made popular in Lutheran circles by 
the great Reformer) of the passages mentioned in the heading. The 
reviewer writes: “John 5:39 has received exegetical mishandling for cen- 
turies. The author does this when he quotes ‘Search the Scriptures’ as 
an imperative. [The popular presentation, of course, forbade all critical 
discussion.] The context forbids this.... It is to be regretted that 
a professor of exegetical theology allows his wish to cause him to miss 
the only sane exegesis of some passages of Scripture.” With regard to 
Gal. 4:4 he says: “He finds a proof for the Virgin Birth in Gal.4:4. We 
wonder whether he is disturbed by the fact that in all the epistles there 
is no reference to the Virgin Birth.” (Italics our own.) Then he goes on 
to say that “this is quoting Scripture to one’s purpose; in fact, it places 
it under a severe strain to meet a supposed need. [Sic!] A mischievous 
person might use this phrase to prove the opposite; then, how would our 
author meet him?” 

There are chiefly two reasons that have induced us to reply to this 
criticism. In the first place, there is today a tendency in liberal circles 
to deny in a large number of passages all those definite proof values 
which our orthodox Lutheran dogmaticians and exegetes have found in 
them and thus gradually to undermine the very foundation on which our 
Christian doctrine is built. In the Old Testament, Moderns have prac- 
tically done away with every Messianic prophecy, in all these cases 
“quoting Scripture to their purpose.” In the present controversy about 
the verbal (plenary) inspiration and the sole authority of Scripture our 
present-day freethinking dogmatists in Lutheran circles and without 
scarcely allow a single passage to stand as qualified to support these two 
basic doctrines of Christianity. Shall we, then, not defend what may be 
defended? In the second place, Luther’s interpretation of John 5:39 (the 
imperative reading) puts into the mouth of our Savior a definite proof 
force for verbal inspiration and the infallible authority of Scripture 
(cf. Hengstenberg on this point), which rationalistic theologians in the 
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U.L.C.A. thoroughly dislike. Not we, but they, “place Scripture under 
a severe strain to meet a supposed need” and “quote Scripture to one’s 
purpose.” The matter certainly is worth our closest study. 

Meyer, in his Commentary, quotes for Luther’s imperative reading of 
John 5:39 (which is also that of the Authorized Version and practically 
that of all conservative modern Bible translations) among many others 
the following exponents: Calvin, Calov, Tholuck, Hofmann, Luthardt, 
Ewald, and Hengstenberg, while in ancient times the indicative reading 
was defended by Cyril of Alexandria and later by Beza, Erasmus, Bengel, 
Olshausen, De Wette, Godet, etc. Meyer himself opposes the imperative 
reading as being in opposition to the context. 

Those who take eraunate as an indicative (you do search) read the 
passage as follows: “You search the Scriptures because you (in contrast 
to Me, erroneously) believe in them to have eternal life (viz., by studying 
them as you do, namely, without finding Me in them); and they are 
testifying concerning Me, and you do not want to come to Me that you 
may have life.” At once the reader will perceive that this “only sane 
exegesis” leaves this passage without a proper point, though according 
to the context it forms a powerful climax to Christ’s impassioned address, 
in which He cites three witnesses on behalf of His Messiahship: His 
works (v.36), the Father (v.37), and His Word (v.38), that is to say, 
the Scriptures (v.39). In other words, Christ’s fervid plea ineffectively 
tailspins to the ground, His most earnest defense of His divine mission 
terminating in a weak anticlimax. 

Luther’s imperative version, on the contrary, is much more expres- 
sive and contextually more fitting. Christ declares: “I have three un- 
deniable, infallible witnesses of My Saviorship: My divine works (v.36), 
the personal testimony of My Father (v.37; cf. Matt.3:17; 17:5), and His 
Word, which you reject (v.38).” Then He proceeds to plead with His 
listeners: “Just study the Scriptures; search them most carefully, for 
you (rightly) regard them as the Book of Life, which truly they are 
since they testify of Me; and (yet, despite their clear testimony con- 
cerning Me) you do not want to come to Me in order that you may 
have life.” 

Luther writes on this passage: “Christ means to tell the Pharisees, 
in effect: Since you have so much light (which the Sadducees have not), 
search and study the Scriptures and continue as you have begun to seek 
in them eternal life. But I am going to give you a new gloss and expla- 
nation of the Holy Scriptures, which as yet you do not know, in order 
that you may read them rightly and not err: See to it that you wipe 
your eyes and open them rightly and so study the Scriptures that you 
may find Me, Me, therein. He who reads them thus that he finds Me 
therein is the true Master of the Scriptures; in his eyes there is no 
dust, and he will surely have life in them. But if you have not found 
Me therein, you have truly not studied and understood them rightly, 
and you do not have life; even if [then] you should read them a thou- 
sand times and scan the pages, nevertheless all that is good for nothing 
and useless. The word is (cf. Is.34:16: ‘Seek ye out of the book of 
the Lord and read,’ to which Christ no doubt refers): ‘Search the Scrip- 
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tures’; that you understand well, but that they bear witness of Me, this 
you do not understand.” (St. L. Ed., 7, 2178.) 


Dr. R. C. H. Lenski, in his excellent Commentary on John’s Gospel, 
strongly defends this imperative reading of Luther. He writes (among 
other things): “The imperative fits the entire situation; the indicative 
requires modifications, which we have no right to make. The situation 
is that Jesus introduces the Father with the Scriptures as His all-decisive 
Witness (v.37). Really this great Witness is a stranger to the Jews, and 
thus, of course, they have never known His testimony (v.38), although 
it was given long ago (v.37). Jesus tells the Jews: ‘Here is My Wit- 
ness — examine Him! This testimony He gave long ago— search it!’ He 
simply could not say to these Jews: ‘You are already searching it.’ If 
Jesus should want to say that, He would have to add: ‘You are indeed 
searching it, but in the wrong way.’ And then He would have to indi- 
cate what is wrong and what the right way is. He does nothing of the 
kind. Yet this the pleaders for the indicative make Jesus say never- 
theless: “You Jews are searching only outwardly, only the bare letter 
of the Old Testament, only in your sterile, rabbinical fashion.’ Not one 
word of this is in what Jesus says. And, of course, also not one word 
of what then Jesus certainly ought to add, namely, how these Jews should 
correct their false way of searching. ... Thus only when eraunate is 
the imperative, does it fit the situation; a mere indicative would muddle 
it completely. It is the same situation over again as between Isaiah and 
his opponents, Is.8:20.” The reader will do well to study the entire 
exegesis of this passage as given by Dr. Lenski, one of the greatest theo- 
logians the (former) Ohio Synod has ever produced, both in doctrinal 
and exegetical theology. (Cf. Lenski’s exposition sub v.) 

With regard to Gal. 4:4: “made of a woman,” genomenon ek gunaikos, 
we admit that the emphasis here rests primarily upon the incarnation of 
God’s Son. Yet what believing theologian can read this peculiar phrase 
without feeling much as did Luther, who in his more extensive exegesis 
on Galatians writes: “He is not descended from a man and woman, but 
only from the woman (vom weiblichen Geschlecht). For this reason, 
since he [Paul] mentions only the woman, it is the same (when he says 
‘made of a woman’) as if he had said, He was made of a virgin.” (St. L. 
Ed., 9, 483 f.) 

Also on this point Dr. Lenski follows Luther when he writes: “Now 
comes the vain struggle of so many to eliminate the Virgin Birth from 
this passage. These can be divided into two groups: those who determine 
a priori the absolute impossibility of such a birth and do not shrink from 
whatever this involves, cancelation of Matthew’s and Luke’s accounts, 
maltreatment of every expression that declares the deity of our Lord, etc.; 
secondly, those who are affected more or less by the argumentation of 
the former. Against all of them stands the Church of the ages with its 
faith in the statements of the Word. The one aim of the Church is to 
read what the Word says and then to believe that. “The Son of God’ 
is the Second Person of the Godhead; He ‘became out of a woman’ in 
executing His mission. This is the Incarnation, the miraculous concep- 
tion, the Virgin Birth. God’s Son became man, the God-man! The 
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expression with ek denotes more than the separation from the womb; 
it includes the entire human nature of the Son as derived from His 
human mother. For this thought genomenon is exactly the right word; 
even the tense is very accurate. The Son’s going out from God on His 
great mission is seen in His becoming man. He did not cease to be the 
Son of God when He became man. He did not drop His deity —an im- 
possible thought! He remained what He was and added what He had 
not been, namely, human nature, derived out of a woman, a human 
mother. He became the God-man.... It is true, the Galatians knew 
that ‘out of a woman’ means the Virgin Mary and that Paul does not 
need to mention her name or her virginity in this connection. But these 
specifications are side-thoughts. ... Does birth, or does it not, involve 
conception? Why these attempts to trim down what Paul says? ‘His 
Son — out of a woman’ pointedly omits mention of a human father. Why? 
Because this is God’s Son, coeternal with the Father. He became 
man by way of ‘a woman’ alone. Incomprehensible? Absolutely so!” 
(CE£. sub v.) 

Dr. Lenski’s argumentation also here is cogent and does not “place 
Scripture under a severe strain to meet a supposed need.” 

J. THEODORE MUELLER 


Do We Need a Reliable Bible? 


On this question the Rev. Philip S. Landes of Princeton contributes 
an article to the Presbyterian which is helpful. There are some things 
in it which are wrong, for instance, when in the section which will 
be submitted the authority of Christ is placed above the authority 
of the Scriptures. Let the reader compare the recent articles by 
Dr. Engelder in this journal in which the antithesis Christ or the 
Scriptures is proved false. That, however, the degrading of the 
Bible to the status of a fallible book leads, and has led, to disastrous 
results, results which are not in keeping with what God has told 
us about the effects of His Word, is correctly emphasized by the writer. 


“The new theologians affirm quite earnestly that Jesus Christ, 
the living Word of God, is our supreme authority in matters of 
faith and practise and that we must go to Him to settle disputed 
points. They point out that the living Word of God is above the 
written Word, and they are quite right about this but are not clear 
as to how we are to discover what is the will and teaching of Christ. 
The conservative theologian will appeal to the Scriptures, but the 
new theologian will presumably appeal directly to the living Word of 
God, whom he knows by personal encounter. We are confident that 
the living Word would give him no other answer, in a specific case 
like that of Paul versus James, than that which He has already given 
in His written Word: ‘Ye search the Scriptures; for in them ye 
think ye have eternal life; and they testify of Me.’ Thus we are 
driven back to the written Word to know the mind of the living 
Word of God. The new theologians would hardly be so bold as to 
say that they can consult the living Word directly, in some specific 
case, and have Him hand down a decision to them personally. They, 
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too, must refer to the written Word as the foundation of their theology; 
but, as we have seen, it is a mutilated and uncertain written Word 
to which they must refer. They must needs lean upon a reed which 
they themselves have broken. 

“Should the new theologians insist upon their personal encounter 
with Jesus Christ as the Source and Foundation of their theology, 
we have but to point out that church history proves beyond any 
doubt that, whenever men have abandoned the authority of the 
written Word for a personal illumination, originating in their experience 
of conversion or in their communion with God, indispensable and 
valuable as it is, they cannot give us a right system of belief unless 
it is submitted to the corrective guidance of the written Word of God. 

“As far as the Old Testament is concerned, archeology has adminis- 
tered the most crushing defeats to the ‘assured results’ of the destructive 
critics. Many of the alleged anachronisms and discrepancies of the 
Old Testament have disappeared in the clear light of archeological 
discoveries. In the case of the New Testament the alleged contra- 
dictions and errors have been dissipated, time and again, by sound 
scholarship. 

“The new theologians are convinced that they are rendering a great 
service by showing how they can hold to a supernatural Christianity 
and at the same time harbor their doubts about the reliability of the 
Bible. It is possible that this approach of the Theology of Crisis may 
be helpful to some whose faith has been wrecked; but if they are 
logical, they will perceive that, if the Bible fails us, we have no other 
reliable source from which to derive trustworthy knowledge in regard 
to our divine Lord, the living Word of God. If they are logical, 
they will see that the only sure foundation for a consistent system of 
theology is the unbroken written Word of God. 

“And now the new theologians are asking us to retreat from the 
position we have successfully defended against the assaults of Modernism, 
to shelter ourselves with them behind the recently erected fortifications 
of the Crisis Theology. But before we decide to beat a hasty retreat 
to this new shelter, we would do well to examine carefully the 
new defenses. 

“We are deeply indebted to the New Theology for its emphasis on 
the great saving truths of the Gospel, and we trust that ere long 
the new theologians will come forward to join our ranks in the 
defense of the Bible as our only infallible rule of faith and practise.” 

A. 


A Business Man Looks to Calvary 


Under this caption Moody Monthly prints a message delivered by 
Mr. Philip A. Benson at a Good Friday service in the Olympia, Detroit, 
before an attendance estimated at 10,000. Mr. Benson is president of the 
Dime Savings Bank, Brooklyn, and president of the American Bankers’ 
Association. He is also a member of the Board of Trustees of the Moody 
Bible Institute. In his address Mr. Benson made the following noble 
confession: 
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“The object of this meeting has to do, however, with a subject of 
much greater importance and significance to every human being than 
any other could be — the theme of Calvary. You may be sure that 
I approach this subject with a feeling of inadequacy, realizing how un- 
worthy I am to speak on it. Let me say, however, that I remember 
clearly the first time Calvary meant something real to me. I was a boy 
then but troubled about sin and salvation. A faithful servant of Christ 
pointed me to the cross and to the One who died there for me. I accepted 
Christ as my Savior then and there. What He did on Calvary became 
my hope and my confidence and the basis of my peace with God. This 
was life’s most important experience to me. 

“However, I do not want to stress experience too much. That is 
not what counts. It is Calvary, it is the Christ of Calvary, it is the great 
atoning sacrifice made on the cross that matters. I am looking today, 
as you are if you are a believer, not at self or at any experience or 
feeling, but at the One who said, ‘I, if I be lifted up from the earth, 
will draw all men unto Me,’ John 12:32... . 

“You business and professional men are used to looking facts in the 
face. Let’s remove mere sentiment and face the facts about Calvary and 
the One known to men as Jesus of Nazareth, who died there. If this One 
is not God, as He claimed to be, then Calvary has no significance. It 
was just another murder —a miscarriage of justice! If He is not God, 
then there is no salvation, no light beyond the grave, no hope of a home 
in heaven with those we love, no knowledge of God at all. If He is not 


God, life is a hopeless struggle, a disappointment, a tragic nightmare! 
“But He is God! He died for our sins, and thus He brought us to 
God. He opened heaven’s gates and gave us eternal life and peace 
and joy. Life, because of Christ, means everything. It means oppor-. 
tunity for service and preparation for the fuller life to come.” T.L. 
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Meeting of Augustana Synod. — The Augustana Synod held its 
80th annual convention at Lindsborg, Kans. According to the News Bul- 
letin of the National Lutheran Council the synod by unanimous vote 
“protested the gesture of President Roosevelt in sending a personal rep- 
resentative to the coronation of Pope Pius XII.” It adopted the state- 
ment concerning labor which was submitted to the American Lutheran 
Conference last year and there given sanction. Since the statement last 
winter was reprinted with our criticisms in the Concorpia THEOLOGICAL 
MonrTHLy, we need not advert to it here. It was resolved to meet bien- 
nially instead of annually in the future. However, before this resolution 
can go into effect, it will have to be voted on once more, and a two- 
thirds majority will be required to make the change. Dr. Bersell of Min- 
neapolis, Minn., was reelected president. Wrong is the wording of the 
following paragraph: “The synod forbids its pastors to officiate at the 
marriage of persons who do not accept, or do not have the sincere pur- 
pose to abide by, the Christian ideal of marriage.” Synod is not the 
master of pastors and congregations. The wording should have been: 
“We consider it contrary to the Word of God for our ministers to offi- 
ciate at the marriage of persons,” etc. A. 


A Manifesto of Lutheran Presidents.— The presidents of the 
U.L.C., the A.L.C., the Norwegian Lutheran Church, the Augustana 
Synod, the Lutheran Free Church, the United Danish Evangelical 
Lutheran Church, and of the Danish Evangelical Lutheran Church 
issued a declaration intended to strengthen the faith of their fellow- 
Lutherans, troubled, as they are, in their minds by untoward world 
conditions. Ps.46 is made the basis of their remarks. There is 
a strikingly apt description of affairs in the statement. “Instead of 
the delusions once passionately followed that we might see ‘the 
evangelization of the world in this generation’ and that men’s social 
life might be controlled by a so-called social gospel, Christianity 
is now openly antagonized, ridiculed, persecuted. Instead of the 
aspiration and inspiration and venturesomeness of a free life, men and 
nations are running to cover, feverishly building legal walls of 
‘security’ — social security, worldly security, armed security. Further 
to bewilder us, the ‘worldly-wise men’ deafen us with their analysis 
of conditions and their predictions. Some of them, we are persuaded, 
are deluded or are insincere, are propagandists. Press and screen 
and radio excite us, keep us emotionally upset, with their head-lines and 
spot-lights.” 

That in spite of what the phenomena seem to say God is at work 
is emphatically stated. In one of the concluding paragraphs a strange 
misunderstanding or misapplication of a Bible-passage occurs: “As we 
become conscious that a divine judgment is falling upon men, let us 
not shrink from the realization that judgment will begin at the 
house of God. He is cleansing His Church, purifying it as His own 





Theological Observer — Rirdlicd-Zeitgefthtdhtlides 699 


possession, that it may be a glorious Church, not having spot or 
wrinkle or any such thing, that it shall be holy and without blemish.” 
In reference to this we have to say that the Church is a glorious 
body, without spot or wrinkle, through the work of Christ; that the 
apostle in the words taken over from Ephesians is speaking of the 
invisible Church, that temple of incomparable beauty described Eph. 2: 
19-22. If it was desired to quote a passage speaking of the purifying 
of Christians from the dross which clings to them, Heb. 12:5-11 would 
have served admirably. A. 


Assembly of the Northern Presbyterians.— Northern Presbyterians 
held their this year’s Assembly in Cleveland. Among the matters of 
special interest may be listed the election of a layman, who, however, is 
a missionary in the foreign field, Dr.Sam Higginbottam, as Moderator. 
Concerning the discussion of church union a reporter in the Presbyterian 
writes: “Much was heard about church union, especially with the Prot- 
estant Episcopal denomination. Some influential Presbyterian ministers 
and several Episcopal bishops urged it. No action was taken, and the 
status continues what it had been, committees of each Church negotiating 
and action to be taken by a future Assembly. Many of the commis- 
sioners were opposed to the union. A much stronger desire was ex- 
pressed for union with the Presbyterian Church U.S. [Southern Pres- 
byterians], and an invitation was sent that body to consider union.” 
Concerning pensions the reporter states: “After a thorough discussion it 
was decided to change the Pension Plan of the Church, so that a min- 
ister who has reached the age of 65 will receive his pension only when 
he retires from the active ministry and not, as formerly, automatically 
on reaching the age of 65, whether or not he remains in the active 
ministry. It is interesting to note that there was general concurrence in | 
the wisdom of this action, even by those who had come prepared to 
oppose it.” The report says that Dr. Homrighausen was confirmed as 
professor at Princeton “largely on the basis of his recent statement in 
the Presbyterian, which, at least in its implications, retracts the denial 
of the infallibility of the Scriptures contained in his former publications.” 
ConcorpiA THEOLOGICAL Montuty fears that this is too optimistic a view 
of the stand of Dr. Homrighausen. With reference to the study of doc- 
trine in Princeton Seminary the reporter says: “The sale of nearly a 
hundred sets of Calvin’s Institutes at Princeton Seminary may have 
a great influence if the work is read, as it is intended to be read, in con- 
nection with the Word of God.” With respect to ministerial candidates 
we read: “The question of an adequate supply of ministers remains to 
be solved. The present Presbyterian seminaries do not seem to meet 
adequately the need. Is it not the call of seminaries to base their courses 
more definitely on the Word of God as authoritative and to work defi- 
nitely toward the one end of training preachers who will proclaim the 
Gospel of the grace of God in the power of the Holy Spirit? Courses 
of study that do not definitely contribute to this end could well be 
dropped.” No one will deny that there is much wisdom in the last 
remark. The reports of missionaries, so we are told, show that there are 
great openings in India because millions of lower-caste and outcaste 
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people turn from Hinduism. The Church in India is said to have an 
annual increase of thirty per cent. This sentence bears quotation: 
“Dr. Good’s almost Pentecostal story of the thousands in the Kameruns 
who are coming into the Church every year and are baptized only after 
a course of study lasting several years urges us to a new dedication to 
the task.” In China thirty million people are said to have migrated west- 
ward, a movement which assists in bringing the Gospel to provinces that 
had not yet been evangelized. The opening address of the retiring 
Moderator had a good text, “Ye must be born again.” If the report be- 
fore us is fairly complete, the social gospel was kept in the background. 
A. 
Convention of Northern Baptists.— Northern Baptists this year met 
in a city which geographically rather belongs to the South, Los Angeles. 
One reporter surmises that the almost absolute absence of bickering and 
controversy was due to the climate. Prof. Elmer A. Fridell of the Berke- 
ley Divinity School was elected president. He had become well known 
through long service as chairman of the National Social Service Com- 
mittee. The convention voted to join the World Council of Churches, 
stipulating, however, among other things, that it does not intend to be 
bound by any legislation or action of the World Council to which it does 
not give its approval. By a large majority a resolution was adopted 
urging the Government to declare an embargo on munitions and raw 
materials with respect to Japan. Another measure having a political 
complexion was the endorsement of the view calling for the repeal of 
the Oriental Exclusion Act. The body declared its opposition to anti- 
Semitism. It likewise issued a sweeping condemnation of war, though, 
as the reporter in the Christian Century somewhat cynically remarks, 
more than three hundred delegates visited the United States warships 
at Long Beach. The joint Communion service, which had been scheduled 
for the closing exercises, was dropped because many of the Baptists of 
Los Angeles felt it would be wrong for them to commune with some 
of the Liberals belonging to the Northern Baptists—a stand for which 
they must be given sincere commendation. A. 


“Leading Theological Seminaries Back to the Real Reformation by 
Denying Verbal Inspiration.” — Such is the theologico-historical fallacy 
which Dr. Brunner of Princeton Seminary arrogantly defends. (Cf. Chris- 
tianity. Today, Vol.9, No.3, Spring Number.) Dr.S.G.Craig, editor of 
Christianity Today, had among other things, written to Professor Brunner 
as follows: “According to my correspondents you stated among other 
things that you do not accept the covenant theology of Charles Hodge 
and the Westminster Standards. According to the same correspondents 
you also stated that one of the purposes of your trip through the South 
was to gain support for the present administration at Princeton Theo- 
logical Seminary in its effort to get that institution away from the 
‘uncritical’ position represented by the late Benjamin B. Warfield, whose 
view of Biblical inspiration you are reported to have characterized as 
‘pagan’ and ‘antichristian’ and as a part of the ‘dead orthodoxy’ against 
which President Mackay is making a fight at Princeton at the present 
time. I shall be glad to be advised as to whether my correspondents 
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have unintentionally borne false witness against you in alleging that you 
made the above or similar statements concerning Hodge’s covenant the- 
ology, Warfield’s doctrine of inspiration, and the aim of the present 
administration at Princeton Theological Seminary.” In his reply Dr. 
Brunner says in part: “I do not reject the Westminster Standards at all, 
neither the covenant theology of Dr.Hodge. I have no quarrel with 
Hodge’s covenant theology nor with the Westminster Standards. What 
1 am attacking in the most decided manner is the theology of Warfield, 
especially his theory of verbal inspiration, which, as you know, is very 
different from that of Hodge and which I call subchristian. This theology 
is the reason of the decline of scholarship in the Presbyterian Church 
during the last generation. I think it is no news that President Mackay, 
while differing in some points from me, has the intention of leading 
Princeton Seminary back to the real Reformation theology, the real 
Biblical theology, of which Warfield’s theology is a decided deviation. 
This statement (as far as I am concerned; I am not invited to speak for 
President Mackay) you may give as much publicity as you want. I am 
glad about every one who gets a chance to hear it.” (Italics our own.) 

In his able rebuttal of Dr. Brunner’s claims Dr. Craig writes on the 
point of verbal inspiration: “Dr. Brunner is very explicit in rejecting 
verbal inspiration, especially as advocated by B.B. Warfield. And yet, if 
he has no quarrel with the Westminster doctrine of Scripture, he has 
no right to disparage Warfield’s doctrine of inspiration. For what War- 
field did was to state and defend, with unusual clarity and cogency, the 
Westminster doctrine of Scripture. Dr.Brunner’s allegation that War- 
field’s doctrine of inspiration is ‘very different from that of Hodge’ has 
no basis in fact. Hodge taught the doctrine of verbal inspiration as truly, 
even if not as fully, as did Warfield, —the doctrine was not so widely 
disputed, at least not in church circles, in Hodge’s day. Moreover, Hodge ~ 
taught the inerrancy of the Scriptures in all their parts. “The Scriptures 
of the Old and New Testaments,’ he wrote (Systematic Theology, Vol. I, 
p.152), ‘are the Word of God, written under the inspiration of the Holy 
Spirit, and are therefore infallible and of divine authority in all things 
pertaining to faith and practise and consequently free from all error, 
whether of doctrine, fact, or precept. (Italics ours.) ... It is as clear 
as day, it seems to us, that Dr. Brunner’s doctrine of Scripture is very 
different from that of the Westminster divines. Probably Dr. Brunner 
will retort that, even if it be true that the view of Scripture held by 
Hodge and Warfield is that of the Westminster Standards, it is a ‘thor- 
oughly unbiblical view’ and hence to be rejected. As a matter of fact, 
however, it is, as Warfield points out and as he has abundantly shown, 
but ‘the careful and well-guarded statement of what is delivered by 
Scripture concerning itself.’ In other words, it is based on a grammatico- 
historical study of the Scriptures themselves, more specially on the 
exegetically obtained fact that it was the view of Scripture held by our 
Lord and His apostles. Nothing is more amazing than the persistency 
with which advocates of loose views of the inspiration of Scripture ignore 
this fact. If we reject the testimony which the Scriptures offer in behalf 
of their own trustworthiness, how can we accept their testimony on other 
matters? We are dependent on the Scriptures for our knowledge of all 
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the distinctive facts and doctrines of Christianity. If we cannot trust 
them in what they say about themselves, can we trust them in what they 
tell us about the deity of Christ, redemption in His blood, justification 
by faith, regeneration by the Holy Spirit, the resurrection of the body, 
and the life everlasting? How one can successfully establish the author- 
ity of the Scripture while rejecting the testimony it bears concerning 
itself we are unable to see.” 

We quote this controversy between the editor of Christianity Today 
and Dr.Brunner chiefly because it is precisely the same that is now 
carried on in our country between orthodox Lutherans and Lutheran 
Liberalists who have placed themselves squarely and solidly on the 
rationalistic ground on which Brunner stands. His fallacies concerning 
verbal inspiration are advanced in the same way by liberal Lutherans, 
who contend that verbal inspiration is not taught by Scripture itself 
nor by the Lutheran Confessions nor by the great Reformer, but that 
it is an invention of later theologians. Every argument which Dr. Craig 
advances against Brunner may be advanced also by us against our 
Lutheran liberal opponents. In view of this fact the controversy on 
verbal inspiration in Presbyterian circles becomes extremely interesting. 
Also our Lutheran Liberals claim to go back to the real Reformation 
by denying verbal inspiration. But how unreasonable is this claim! 

J.T.M. 

“The Sunday-School Times” Takes Issue with the Federal Council. 
Ernest Gordon, writing in the Sunday-school Times, offers the following 
interesting and timely comment: “The Federal Council of Churches again 
illustrated its unerring capacity for doing the wrong thing when it sent 
to the Vatican a cablegram, signed by Messrs. Buttrick, Mott, and Cavert, 
expressing to ‘sorrowing Catholics its deepest sympathy in the loss of 
devoted spiritual leadership of His Holiness, Pope Pius XI.’ There fol- 
lowed Dr. E.R. Clinchy with a cablegram, in which he characterized the 
Pope’s death as a loss to America and the world. He said: ‘All Americans 
have recognized the Pope as an outstanding champion of the natural 
rights of the individual man, foremost to protest against persecution 
and the ruthless use of force. His advocacy of peace has aroused the 
gratitude of all peace-loving Americans.’ Has this Rip Van Winkle never 
heard of the Italian raid on Abyssinia? Did not Pius XI covertly sup- 
port it? Did it not fit into his plan of foreign missions? Did not 
priests and laity in Italy make voluntary contributions to the war ex- 
penses? Did not Pius XI announce that he was praying for the success 
of the butcher armies of Franco? Did not he and the entire Church 
of which he was head use every lever to overthrow the Spanish republic? 
Why should Dr. Mott talk of the late Pope’s devoted spiritual leadership? 
Does he not know that this organizer of Catholic Action was primarily 
a political leader? Catholic Action is a threat against a free press and 
free political life. Does Mr. Mott not know that the late Pope’s foreign- 
mission policy, far from being spiritual, has been coercive in its use of 
underhanded repression on the Congo and elsewhere? I cannot speak 
for ‘all Americans,’ as Dr.Clinchy does, but I am satisfied that a pro- 
digious number of the most far-seeing feel nothing but chagrin that, 
at a time when General Franco sent to the new Pope ‘filial felicitations 
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in the name of a Catholic Spain fighting against the enemies of the faith,’ 
the President of the United States should also cable, ‘It is with true 
happiness that I learned of your selection as Supreme Pontiff.’” 

In view of the present developments in Church and State the study 
of our Confessions becomes increasingly timely and important. Espe- 
cially do we recommend a careful study on the part of our pastors and 
teachers of Melanchthon’s “Tract on the Power and Primacy of the Pope,” 
which is Lutheranism’s never-changing challenge of the arrogance of 
the Papacy. The “Tract” appeared four hundred plus two years ago, 
but the issues involved are just as important today as they were then. 
Its opening paragraphs are truly classic in their defiant challenge: “The 
Roman Pontiff claims for himself that by divine right he is above all 
bishops and pastors in all Christendom. Secondly he adds also that by 
divine right he has both swords, i. e., the authority also of bestowing and 
transferring kingdoms. And thirdly he says that to believe this is 
necessary for salvation. And for these reasons the Roman bishop calls 
himself the vicar of Christ on earth. These three articles we hold to 
be false, godless, tyrannical, and pernicious to the Church.” (Cf. Triglot, 
p.503 ff.) There is no pussy-footing in the Confessions of our heroic 
fathers; nor should there be any on the part of their children today. 

J.T.M. 

“The Revival of Theology in the Roman Catholic Church and Its 
Significance for Us.” — Under this heading the Rev. Dr. S. G. Craig, editor 
of Christianity Today, prints an address which he delivered before the 
Board of Christian Education at the last assembly of the Northern Pres- 
byterians. Our chief interest in the article attaches to the fact that it 
advocates a deeper appreciation on the part of Protestantism for Neo- 
Scholasticism or Neo-Thomism, and this on the grounds that Neo- 
Scholasticism shows a remarkable comprehensiveness of grasp and ~ 
outlook, that it derives its main content from the metaphysical or super- 
sensible, that its solution of the relation between faith and reason, or 
theology and philosophy, assumes the existence of an external authority 
(the Church) and that it represents organized, substantial opposition to 
the anti-intellectualism rampant in the modern world. Neo-Scholasticism, 
according to Dr.Craig, contains important values for Protestants, the 
fundamental similarity of the two consisting in this, that both “recognize 
the cross as the symbol of Christianity and sing the praises of the Lamb 
that has been slain.” Dr.Craig is a mediating Presbyterian, formerly 
connected with Dr. Machen and his confessional group, but at present 
he is on his way to return to the Presbyterian regulars, though per- 
sonally he is opposed to Modernism. To the casual observer it may 
seem strange that middle-road Presbyterianism today should look to 
Rome for steadying its troubled church course. But after all, Calvinism 
and Romanism, in the last analysis, are not contradictoria but astonish- 
ingly identical in basing their fundamental theological tenets on ra- 
tionalistic axioms. In externals both desire and seek organization, and 
in economics and politics both stand for a kind of sublimated totali- 
tarianism. However, not only Reformed conservatives but also Re- 
formed liberalists are seeking in Neo-Scholasticism new religious canons 
of judgment. Even the well-known columnist Heywood Broun recently 
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joined Romanism, and when (as the press reports) he expressed surprise 
at the fact that so outspoken a “progressivist” (Communist) is welcome 
in the papistic Church, Father Dowling, his personal friend and converter, 
replied: “Don’t you realize that you are a little naive, Heywood? You 
like to call yourself a radical, but the doctrines of the Church to which 
I belong imply so many deep changes in human relationship that, when 
they are accomplished, —and they will be, — your notions will be noth- 
ing more than outmoded pink Liberalism.” 

For us Lutherans this trend toward Rome is significant and should 
receive our careful study. Broun’s religious instructor will be Mgr. 
Fulton J. Sheen of the Catholic University, Washington, D.C., who for 
many years has delivered radio sermons which have aroused the deepest 
interest among the intelligentsia of our country. We dare not ignore 
such misleading movements as Neo-Scholasticism but must study them 
and reveal to the world their intrinsic falsity and sham. Neo- 
Scholasticism is no cure for the religious troubles of our time, for it 
does not lead any one to the sola Scriptura and the sola gratia, just as 
little as did medieval Thomism. Luther, who studied the works of 
Thomas Aquinas very closely, said of him: “St. Thomas, with all Thomists 
and other scholastic teachers, has never understood rightly and truly 
even only one chapter of Holy Scripture.” (Cf. Vol.23 of the St.L. 
edition of Luther’s works for other expressions of the great Reformer 
on Thomism.) 

This criticism is true also of Neo-Thomism, which basically is nothing 
else than rationalistic enthusiasm, denying in its major premises both 


the sola Scriptura and the sola gratia. One thing is certain: if we wish 
to benefit our religiously very unstable age, we must not permit ourselves 
to be misled by modern emotionalism in religion but, true to Scripture 
and our Confessions, preserve the proper balance between intellectualism 
and emotionalism taught in these norms of our faith. The crisis of our 
time calls for ministers who are theviogians in the truest sense of 
the term. J.T.M. 


Mas Poder para Ti (More Power to You).— Thus reads the title 
of a bizarre periodical published in Mexico City. Its editor is L. G. Leguz, 
the advertising of whose book Facing Reality, Cold Facts of Human Life 
($5 for six copies) seems to form the chief objective of this extremely 
unchristian and undemocratic propaganda sheet. Since it may be sent 
to some of our church-members, especially such as attend colleges or 
universities (judging from certain expressions, the mailing-list seems to 
be very large), we shall supply our readers with a few samples of the 
ungodly “individualism” which this paper inculcates. Mr. Leguz writes: 
“Individualism is the corner-stone for a sound foundation of one’s destiny. 
Now more than ever egoism and individual action, necessary for a stead- 
fast mastery in any walk of life, are laudable.” — “The old Biblical. saying 
‘Love thy neighbor as thyself’ is a beautiful sentence. Alas, it is mere 
words on paper. To be truly deserving of praise, it should read: ‘After 
thou hast loved thyself as much as _ possible, then love thy neighbor as 
thyself.’ ” —“‘Be stony-hearted if you intend to conquer the world. 
Harbor in your inner self courage and egoism. Any so-called love for 
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your neighbor is but a stupid love for yourself. Altruism is the virtue 
of the mean. Humility often exhibits lack of ability. Self-denial and 
pity, virtues for the cradle, make races of cowards, of sickly moral dwarfs, 
unworthy of living.’ Thus spoke Nietzsche, who wrote for the select few 
and not for the narrow-minded horde.” — “Be manly by facing reality! 
Be brave in understanding that the defeat of oneself by forces beyond 
one’s control is not so shameful as failure due to one’s own inability 
and kindness of heart by refusing to fight like a beast, if possible, for 
one’s own welfare. Egoism is a noble virtue. Now and then it is an 
excellence of character. Perhaps even in heaven egoists get their reward. 
Worship any god you please. The mental world is a ‘free country.’ 
But do not forget: your first duty in life is to worship yourself above all. 
Think yourself a king. Thus you will not have to envy the king. Think 
yourself a god. Thus you will not have to ask much of God.” 

If this atrocious blasphemy will fall into the hands of our already 
very dissatisfied and restless American youth, incalculable harm may be 
done to both the Church and the State. Destructive periodicals like 
More Power to You must therefore not be overlooked by our pastors 
and teachers, who are in a position effectually to warn our Christian 
young people against them. The brutal “individualism” of Leguz differs, 
of course, from the sane and sound “individualism,” a philosophic doctrine 
which defends the prerogatives of the individual against the fallacies of 
collectivism as this. is represented both in Communism and Fascism. 
(Cf. The Lasting Elements of Individualism, by Wm.E. Hocking, Yale 
University Press, New Haven. Price, $2.00. 1937.) The latter indi- 
vidualism stands for the intrinsic rights of democracy, which are now 
being threatened by the very individualism which Leguz advocates and 
which therefore ought to be studied anew also in our own circles. As 
ministers of the Gospel we cannot do our work successfully unless we 
thoroughly know the underlying destructive trends of our times. 

J.T.M. 

The Cult of E. Stanley Jones and the Adulation of Kagawa. — 
Writing under the heading “The Need of a Twentieth Century Revival,” 
Dr. J.R. Graham, in a lengthy article in the Christian Beacon (April 13, 
1939), castigates the “cult of E. Stanley Jones and the adulation of 
Kagawa.” The article is far too long to be quoted here even in part, 
but a few paragraphs may show the reader how well the Bible Presby- 
terians understand the “utter depravity” of modernistic Protestantism. 
We read: “Nothing could demonstrate more conclusively this appalling 
perverseness of the present-day Protestant clergy North and South than 
their unqualified endorsement of Dr. E.Stanley Jones. It is far more than 
an endorsement; it is an adulation that approaches worship. We doubt 
if there is a better touchstone of the utter depravity of Protestantism. 
We presume not to condemn any man unheard. We have heard him, 
read him, talked with him, followed over his trail in the Orient, and we 
are persuaded that Dr. Stanley Jones is an instrument more completely 
satisfactory to Satan than any other whom the Father of Lies has in the 
world today. He has subverted and prostituted his great talents to 
preach a hypothetical Christian communism to be superimposed upon 
a Christ-rejecting world. That the careless worldlings who compose the 


45 
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overwhelming bulk of the membership of Protestant churches, who have 
not the remotest idea what the way of salvation is and who feel that 
Christianity is an ethical code, should be carried along with the eloquent 
earnestness of Dr. Jones is not surprising. But that many men and 
women who seem to have an understanding of what the Gospel is and 
who actually look for the coming of Christ can fail to see that Dr. Jones’s 
idea of the kingdom of God on earth is simply the figment of his own 
imagination and has not the slightest basis in Scripture, but is the com- 
plete reverse of the principles and purposes of God in Christ, is a monu- 
ment to the inconsistency and increasing senility of the human mind, 
That Dr. Jones is the supermodernist and the idol of present-day Prot- 
estantism cannot be denied. We have discovered that to take issue with 
his form of dogmaticism or publicly to declare him to be in error will 
stir up more anger than any number of aspersions that can be cast upon 
the name of the only-begotten Son of God. Toyohiko Kagawa, the 
Japanese Socialist, who declares Jesus Christ to be ‘the summit of evo- 
lution, is another modernist idol. He does not have the qualities to 
inspire the Anglo-Saxon peoples as does Dr. Jones, but he is lauded by 
the leaders of apostate Protestantism as the ‘greatest living Christian’ 
and is deemed to exemplify in practise what Dr. Jones sets forth in 
theory.” Speaking of Protestantism, the writer says that “among the 
rank and file of Protestant churches now the only ‘protest’ that one is 
able to discover is that against the Gospel of salvation alone through 
faith in the shed blood of the only-begotten Son of God.” He concludes 
with the words “Since Protestant ecclesiasticism is superstructure and 
not foundation, the inevitable result of it all is a return to the bosom 
of Rome. Novices in the science of Nicolaitan clerisy must eventually 
succumb to the old masters. The Church of England clergy are leading 
the trek back to Rome. The frantic stampede to church union in the 
United States, already consummated among the Methodist Episcopal 
bodies, definitely planned among Presbyterian bodies, and projected be- 
tween the Presbyterian and Episcopalian churches, all is part of the 
movement to unite all the harlot bodies into that great religio- 
ecclesiastical Babylon that will be presided over by the false prophet 
of prophecy.” Dr.Graham’s keen analysis of the modernistic crisis in 
renegade Protestantism certainly contains much food for thought. His 
descriptions of Jones and Kagawa are entirely correct; and what he 
writes of the ultimate triumph of Romanism, after atheistic Protestantism 
shall have spent itself, may well serve as a warning to such true Prot- 
estants as still esteem the sola Scriptura and the sola gratia. Even now 
subtle Thomistic rationalism is finding favor with many who can no 
longer stand the extreme, superficial, rationalism of modernistic Prot- 
estantism. J.T.M. 


“Wacht und Weide.” The reason why we direct the attention of 
our readers once again to this theological journal of our enterprising 
brethren in South America, is that we believe their venture deserves our 
hearty support. The periodical evidently is published under great dif- 
ficulties, since the last number sent to us is Vol. 3, No. 3/4, 1938, and 
bears on its last page the peculiar remark: “In dieser Nummer erscheinen 





Theological Observer — Rirdlid=Zeitgefdhictlices 707 


keine kurzen Nachrichten und Bemerkungen, weil dies Blaettchen ver- 
schiedener Umstaende wegen fuenf Monate lang in einer staedtischen 
Druckerei lag.” The reference perhaps is to the anti-Nazi movement of 
the Brazilian government, which especially papers and periodicals pub- 
lished in the German language felt keenly. The present volume con- 
tains a homiletico-exegetical study of John 3:1-21, an article on the 
present church-union movement in the world, another on the polity of 
the “Riograndenser Synode,” with special comments by Professor Schelp, 
an outline on Christian ethics as suggested by the Sixth Commandment, 
an appeal to teachers and ministers to increase the mission spirit among 
pupils by means of Bible History, a timely description of the teacher in 
his capacity as Seelsorger and missionary, an article on “what persons 
may be baptized” (based on Dean Fritz’s Pastoral Theology), a radio 
sermon in Portuguese, and a fine series of sermon outlines in Spanish. 
While some of our brethren in South America read the Concorpia THEO- 
LocicAL Montuiy and other publications of our Church, they must have 
a periodical of their own, adapted to the needs of pastors and teachers, 
and it is our privilege to assist them in this worthy but arduous enter- 
prise. Studious pastors who are able to invest a few spare pennies in 
Wacht und Weide will not only do our South American brethren a great 
favor, but also enrich their own ministry by the wider vision which this 
periodical will give them. In passing, we may add that recently Life 
brought some fine pictures of Blumenau, where our Brazilian Church, 
too, is represented and where the Brazilian government laid a heavy 
hand on Nazi sympathizers. J.T. M. 


Die , andere Seite.” Cin verehrier Wmtsbruder, Paltor unjerer Gynode, 
{djreibt itber die Lage in Deutfdhland: ,,Go viel ift doch getwif, DaB Ddiefe fo- 
genannten Sefenninigdrijten vor allen Dingen eine VolfSfirche wollen. 
Darum find fie gegen ein flares Befenninis, gegen Lehrgucht und RKirchen- 
gucdjt, gegen Trennung von Staat und Kirche, wie die deutjde Regierung 
das anjtrebt. Warum foll e3 in Amerifa verfehrt fein, dak Religion in 
den Staat3fdhulen gelehrt wird und nicht aud in Deutfdhland? Yh bin in 
Deutichland gur Schule gegangen und wei, wie die gottlojen Lehrer in den 
ReligionSftunden den Glauben zu unterminieren fic) bemiihen. Yh wei, 
wie Diefe Befenninisdrijten friiher unfere freifirchlicken Pajtoren fdifaniert 
haben, two fie nur fonnten, 3. 6. bei Veerdigungen als Kirchhofsin{peftoren; 
id) tweik, wie diefe Befenninisdhriften noch jebt die Freifirde unterdriiden 
twiirden, tvernn die deutfdje Regierung das guliefe.“ 

Wie Hitler jich iiber feine Stellung gur Neligion ausgefproden hat, ift 
aus den Mitteilungen unferer Preffe befannt. C3 follte aber doc wohl 
diefer Paragraph aus feiner grofen ReichStagSrede auch hier abgedruct 
werden: ,Der nationalfogialiftifde Staat hat twebder eine Kirche gefdlojjen 
nocd) einen Gottesdienft verhindert noch je einen CinflugR auf die Geftaltung 
eineS Gottesdienftes genommen. Er hat weder auf die Lehre nocd) auf da3 
Vefenntnis irgendeiner Konfeffion eingewirft. Ym nationalfogialiftijden 
Staat allerdings fann jeder nach jeiner Fafjon felig werden.” Faft un- 
mittelbar bor diefen Worten gab Hitler die Erflarung ab: ,Wenn aber 
wirklich die deutiden Rirdhen diefe Lage fiir fich als unertraglid anfehen 
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follten, dann ift der nationalfogialiftijde Staat jedergeit bereit, eine fare 
Trennung von Kirche und Staat borgunehmen, wie die} in Frantreid, Ame- 
tifa und andern Landern der Fall ijt.” Weld ein Segen fiir Deutfdland, 
tenn e3 wirflid) gzur Trennung bon Staat und Kirche fommen follte! Y%. 


The Theological Faculties of Heidelberg, Leipzig, and Rostock Liq- 
uidated? — Press dispatches from Germany report that according to an 
order issued by Bernhard Rust, Minister of Education, Protestant theo- 
logical schools forming part of the universities of Heidelberg, Leipzig, 
and Rostock must be closed by October 1. The press dispatches state 
that no official explanation accompanied the astounding order, that, how- 
ever, an article in the Nazi magazine Nordland appearing at this time 
declares the study of theology to be “without value and unnecessary.” 
The dispatches inform us that this year 873 theology students matricu- 
lated at German universities. The article in Nordland is quoted as 
saying: “We cannot believe that boys with a natural and healthy instinct 
see their life-work as theologists instead of working for the resurrection 
and greatness of Germany in jobs fit for them.” It was stated likewise 
that the authorities of Protestant churches would try to have the order 
withdrawn. From the point of view of a pagan nationalistic philosophy 
one can understand the closing of these theological departments. Per- 
haps the order will help Protestants in Germany more generally to see 
that the still obtaining union of Church and State, though becoming 
more tenuous all the time, is not the relation which the New Testament 
teaches. If this is accomplished, lasting good will result. A. 


Brief Items. — Harry A. Ironside said, as quoted in the Presbyterian: 
“He, then, who would be accepted as an expository preacher must 
give much time in private to the reading of the Word of God. He must 
not neglect careful study and meditation. If not familiar with the 
original languages in which the Bible was written, he will be wise 
to avail himself of all possible helps to get at the actual meaning 
underlying the English translation. But, as a rule, it is not wise 
to include too much that savors of the study in public exposition. 
Good, plain English, unspoiled by pedantry, is appreciated by most 
hearers in this country. ‘Great swelling words’ may draw the admira- 
tion of a few who attach undue importance to apparent scholarship, 
but the Bible explained in the language of the people, yet free from 
vulgarity and anything tending to irreverence, is what is needed 
if men are to be attracted to a teaching ministry.” 

Church and State Are Still United in England.—In view of the 
serious indifference of Londoners toward attendance at divine worship, 
only five per cent. of them going to church, Sir Charles Marston 
asks the clergy of the Church of England to have their parishes 
petition the king for the issuance of a proclamation reminding his 
loyal subjects of their duty toward God. Few of us have realized 
that the religious situation is so alarming in London, the largest 
city of Europe. 

A survey reveals that 1,500 rural Iowa churches have been 
closed. Reasons alleged for these distressing conditions are financial 
difficulties, unattractiveness of a country charge, changing methods 
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of transportation, competition of the radio and the movies, a general 
change in social conditions, and a shifting of the rural population. 
One wonders whether the people that formerly were served by these 
churches now are without church connections. 


Dr.C.C. Morrison, when delivering the lectures on preaching on 
the Lyman Beecher Foundation, is reported in the Christian Century 
to have asserted that “the revelation of God is not primarily in the 
gospels or even in Jesus, considered as an isolated figure, or in an 
individual personal experience, but in the Christian Church.” Readers 
of the Christian Century have noticed for some time that Dr. Morrison 
stresses the idea of the Church. At times his words had an almost 
orthodox ring. It is now evident that he intends to put the Bible 
on the shelf as our sole authority in religion and make the Church 
his basis. Will the process of evolution finally take him to Popery? 

A Washington, D.C., paper reports: “The Senate has begun 
observance of the new rule requiring every session to begin with 
a prayer. Heretofore the Senate has prayed only on the day following 
an adjournment. This has resulted in prayer being called for but 
a few times during the course of a session.” The incongruity of the 
practise under consideration seems to be beyond the power of the 
average American mind to grasp. 

In spite of the war the sale of Bibles or of parts of the Bible 
continues in China. In 1938 140,000 copies of the Holy Scriptures 
or parts of them were sold. The money realized through these sales 


by the Bible societies amounted to more than one hundred and one 
thousand dollars. While the transportation difficulties were enormous, 
the distributing agencies succeeded in sending Bibles to all parts of 
the war-torn country. 


Bishop Stewart of the Protestant Episcopal Church of Chicago, 
writing in the Christian Century, says: “The last decade, with its 
depression, its rise of the totalitarian state, its resurgence of paganism, 
its shallowness and silliness, its great tumultuous signs and demoniac 
powers abroad in the earth, has intensified my devotion to Jesus as the 
Great One, betrayed and crucified over and over again by His own 
followers, yet ever risen and renewing the earth through a faithful 
remnant of genuine disciples.” Renewing the earth? No, but keeping 
the ship of the Church afloat till it reaches the harbor. 

The Anglican diocese of London, which has received a new bishop, 
Dr. Jeoffrey Francis Fisher, numbers four million souls, 600 parishes, 
4 suffragan bishops, and 1,500 clergymen. We mention this to give our 
readers an idea of the size of at least one Anglican diocese. 

Southern Presbyterians largely lack enthusiasm with respect to 
merging with Northern Presbyterians. They criticize the Northern 
branch for tolerating in its midst the signers of the Auburn Affirmation, 
furthermore for not adhering strictly enough to the old view of church 
government and for giving the Assembly authority over church property. 
Finally the Southern branch does not like to be swallowed up by the 
larger Northern division. These are said to be the reasons for the nega- 
tive attitude of Southern Presbyterians. 
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On the drift away from religion an article in the Living Church says: 
“In America paganism is rampant. There is a marked drift away from 
the Church. Bishop Stevens, in a recent article, declared: ‘The fact must 
be faced that fifty or sixty millions of people are untouched by religion. 
That means nearly fifty per cent. of our population.’ The only part the 
Church plays in the lives of vast multitudes is to lend pageantry to 
a wedding or distinction to a funeral. A Christian church is as strange 
to them as a Shinto temple or a Moslem mosque. Even university class- 
rooms are tainted with hostility to religion.” 


In deference to Seventh-day Adventists the State of Michigan has 
adopted a law recognizing Saturday as the legal Sabbath for those who 
conscientiously believe it to be so.— Christian Century. 


Finding its work in Spain intolerably handicapped by the Franco 
régime, the American Friends Service Committee announces that after 
next month it will concentrate its efforts on aiding the 400,000 Spanish 
refugees now in France. This project takes on new importance since it 
has become obvious that repatriation would mean death or imprisonment 
for the majority of these people. — Christian Century. 


The Allgemeine Evangelisch-Lutherische Kirchenzeitung (Leipzig), 
suppressed last winter, may now again appear. Pastor Laible of Leipzig 
is the publisher and Dr. Bergdolt of Wuerzburg the editor. How this 
reversal was obtained is not told. 


According to a report in the Allgemeine Evangelisch-Lutherische 
Kirchenzeitung the theological faculty of Muenster, Germany, reversed 
its action of 1932 when it conferred on Prof. Karl Barth the degree of 
Doctor of Theology. The reason advanced is that “through his course 
he showed himself unworthy of possessing a German academic honor.” 


There is a committee of Catholics which has the name Committee of 
Catholics to Fight Anti-Semitism. It publishes a tabloid newspaper 
called the Voice. Undoubtedly it will have to grapple with the question 
whether Father Coughlin uttered anti-Semitic sentiments. 


Bishop Denny, Richmond, of the former Methodist Episcopal Church, 
a man 85 years old, recently said, “I am, and by the grace of God hope 
to remain through all my life, a member of the M.E.Church, South.” 
Whether the factors which induce him to take this stand are vital does 
not appear from the report to which we are indebted for the above. 


The minority of Presbyterians which in 1925 did not join the United 
Church of Canada has now by the latter been granted the right to use 
the old historic name as its title— the Presbyterian Church of Canada. 


The Pope and the Patriarch of Constantinople are on speaking terms. 
We are told that recently when Pius XI died and Pius XII became his 
successor, a new leaf was turned in the relations between the East and 
the West and that as a result of condolences, congratulations, and other 
courtesies, for the first time since the separation of the eleventh century 
an apostolic delegate visited the Patriarch. We doubt that the cause of 
the true Gospel will gain through this rapprochement. A. 
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All books reviewed in this periodical may be procured from or through Con- 
cordia Publishing House, 3558 S. Jefferson Ave., St. Louis, Mo. 


Creative Controversies in Christianity. By George W. Richards, D.D., 
LL. D., D. Th. Fleming H. Revell Company, New York. 1938. 
223 pages, 5448. Price, $1.50. 

The book is an elaboration of the James Sprunt Lectures delivered 
at Union Theological Seminary in 1938 by Dr. Richards, president and 
professor of church history at the theological seminary of the Evan- 
gelical and Reformed Church at Lancaster, Pa. The thesis of the book 
is: “The way to clarity usually is through opposition, controversy, 
strife.” (P.10.) The author’s premise is that the union between God 
and man is disrupted and that controversies between God and man, 
between Christian and pagan (or Judaistic) ideals, were inevitable. 
The author discusses seven “controversies” which “created” or 
clarified the great issues of life, such as the questions: Whence, 
what, why, are we? What think ye of Christ? What about the 
righteousness of the new heavens and the new earth? The controversies 
on these points have arisen out of the qualitative difference between 
God and man but shall be settled when man sees the qualitative kin- 
ship between God and man as manifested in the reconciliation wrought 
by Christ. “The struggle of the human in God toward man and the 
striving of the divine in man toward God” will end “by virgin birth, 
a term ... which contains the essence of the mystery of the redemptive 
power and love of God.” (P.15.) 

The first “creative controversy” discussed by Dr. Richards is the 
opposition of the Romanticist Socrates and the ethical monotheist Amos 
over against the ideals, morals, and beliefs of Hellenism and Hebraism, 
respectively. But this clarifying controversy was only preparatory to 
the great clash, when God in Jesus entered into His creative controversy 
with the world, when love incarnate was brought into direct opposition 
to hatred incarnate, when the Gospel of love and righteousness clashed 
with the Jewish concept of the Law. “The love of God in Jesus brought 
Him into controversy with the world and enabled Him to win the victory 
over the world.” (P.54.) In this section of the book Dr. Richards offers 
many striking and arresting statements, for example: “The two rocks 
on which Jesus and the Jews, Christianity and Judaism, divided were 
the Law and the Cross, a division that could be healed only when men 
accepted love as exhibited on the cross as the fulfilment of the whole 
Law!” (P.58.) But who is Jesus? The author’s answer is so ambiguous 
that it is negative. “What the prophets saw, the cults offered, the 
philosophers thought, the people groped after and wished for — all these 
things were in the Nazarene in a way and with a content never dreamt 
of.... Therefore one cannot by science find Him, by logic prove Him, 
but by obedience of faith can enter into fellowship with Him and through 
Him with the Father and with one another.” (P.50.) In short, you 
must by your own experience learn that Jesus is “the love of God in 
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Christ,” the love “which binds man to man, nation to nation, into 
a fellowship of mutual cooperation, sympathy, friendliness, good will.” 
(Pp. 52,64.) The great controversy which Christ brought will continue 
as Christian love tries to conquer the selfishness and hatred of the world, 
What Dr. Richards describes as the essence of Christianity is, of course, 
only its fruit. But we have seldom read anything on the character and 
the implications of Christian love which has been written more beauti- 
fully or in such trenchant and epigrammatic language. 

The third creative controversy was ushered in when Paul brought 
Christianity into conflict with Hellenism and Judaism. This chapter 
traces in a very interesting way the many controversies of Paul with 
Greek philosophers and Judaizing teachers. Paul broke down the wall 
of partition between Jew and Gentile — the author does not mention the 
vicarious atonement — when he “showed that Christianity is the end of 
the Law, of philosophy, and of cults, because it is love—the kind of 
love which does not deny philosophy or mysteries but fulfils them.” 
(Pp. 93,94.) The fourth section deals with the controversies in the 
early Church concerning the doctrine of the Holy Ghost, and the fifth, 
entitled “Quest for a Christian Metaphysic,” with the Monarchian and 
Christological controversies. The position of Dr. Richards theologically 
is probably best expressed in the following: “It is not enough that Jesus 
said what He said and did what He did; but what He said and did will 
have authority for us when it is the expression of the infinite and eternal 
God. We need more than the facts of faith; we need the assurance 
that the facts of faith are the revelation of the Absolute of the Universe. 
We need a Christian metaphysic. The men in each age who have best 
understood the Gospel have always been the first to interpret it in terms 
of the thought of their time!” (P.153.) The following statement of the 
Second World Conference on Faith and Order, 1937, has our author’s 
full approval: “We acknowledge that all who accept Jesus Christ as 
Son of God and their Lord and Savior and realize their dependence on 
God’s mercy revealed in Him have in that fact a supernatural bond of 
oneness which subsists in spite of divergences in defining the divine 
mystery of our Lord.” (P.154.) The sixth chapter discusses the conflicts 
of the Middle Ages. At the beginning of this age we find the view that 
uniformity in religion, theology, philosophy, the rule of life, and politics 
is the ideal. The end of the Middle Ages was ushered in by the conflict 
which resulted in elevating the individual and advocating diversity. 
The final section of the book deals with such irreconcilable contra- 
dictions as those of Erasmus and Luther; Hegel and Kierkegaard; 
Schleiermacher and Barth. The author believes that Barth has a definite 
message for our age but at the same time is certain, “that only an act 
of omnipotent grace can turn the American philosopher and theologian 
from the method of Schleiermacher, Ritschl, and Troeltsch to the way 
of Kierkegaard and Barth.” (P. 217.) 

The author has covered a vast field in the history of dogma in a novel 
and highly interesting manner. The text itself and the biographical 
notes are a clear indication of the author’s wide and deep reading in 





Book Review — Literatur 713 


the field of Christian thought. While we differ with the author regarding 
his major premise and his Reformed theological background, the book 
offers stimulating, enriching, challenging reading, because it is a store- 
house of information and is exceptionally well written. F.E.MAayER 


Modern Humanism and Christian Theism. By Elias Andrews. Zonder- 
van Publishing House, Grand Rapids, Mich. 232 pages, 542x7%4. 
Price, $1.50. 

Professor Andrews is lecturer in philosophy at Pine Hill Divinity 
Hall in Halifax, Nova Scotia. He has written a criticism of humanism 
which states the main tenets of this popular philosphy and offers an 
appraisal from both the philosophical and the theological standpoint. 
Modern Humanism and Christian Theism is a volume well worth more 
than a mere cursory reading. 

Contemporary humanism stands for five principal teachings: 1. Man 
is supreme in his universe and an end in himself. 2. Man is capable of 
improvement and has the capacity for it within him. 3. Man can and 
need no longer believe in the supernatural and especially in the idea 
of a personal God. 4. Man’s values have no ultimate objective validity 
but are merely of his own creation as expedients in the game of life. 
5. The aim of life is to work toward a “social Utopia” in which the 
universal application of science to every sphere of life will bring in the 
“Kingdom of Man.” Evidently, then, this is a new kind of atheism. 
It assumes that, “as there is no God who can help us and no future life 
upon which to concentrate, the part of wisdom is to concentrate upon 
human life and see that we get it abundantly through the application 
of science and programs of social reconstruction.” (P.87.) It is this if 
that our author takes up for discussion. There is a keen analysis of 
humanistic denials of a Supreme Being, such as John Dietrich’s asser- 
tion that “in this age of democracy it is nothing short of ridiculous to 
think of God as King” (p.77). Then there is the claim that, while there 
is no God, there is the God Idea, and we must use this since it is a very 
valuable asset to living. We note this view especially in religious 
humanists such as Dr. Ames of Chicago (p. 177). Boldest of all the 
denials is that of Bertrand Russell, who dismisses belief in God and im- 
mortality because these beliefs are merely hypotheses and no more 
capable of proof. than the existence of “the Gods of Olympus or Babylon” 
(p.91). Also from the new psychology sufficient quotations are supplied 
to prove that God, to the New Psychologists, exists only as the creation 
of man’s mind (p.101). 

In a number of keenly analytical chapters the author takes up the 
argument for this position, analyzes the various agnostic contentions, and 
particularly the claim that belief in a God has been guilty of “excessive 
otherworldliness,” has been the cause of much of our social ill since men 
“have been encouraged to look beyond this life to one of future and 
compensatory bliss; hence a neglect of social welfare here” (p. 150). 

We begin to understand that humanistic denials are essentially noth- 
ing new. Long ago deism attempted to replace revealed religion with, 
to use J. S. Huxley’s caption, a “Religion without Revelation” (p. 44). 
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Professor Andrews, in answering these attacks, sets forth the holistic 
view and the limitations of science, with particular stress upon the fact 
that science itself is based on “faith” in the sense that its assumption 
that the universe is rational,—that “it will behave in such a way as 
corresponds with the demands of reason for a certain order or uniform- 
ity” (p.163),— is an assumption of tremendous importance for which 
there is absolutely no evidence, yet which is unquestionably true. 

The author evidently does not hold the Protestant concept of Biblical 
inspiration (p. 146), nor is his interpretation of the work of Jesus Christ 
soundly Biblical (p. 215 f£.). 

We regret the absence of an index. In future editions the serious 
misprint “quantitative” for “qualitative” (p. 97) should be corrected. 

TH. GRAEBNER 
Living the Christian Faith. By Edwin Ewart Aubrey, Professor of Chris- 
tian Theology in the University of Chicago. The Macmillan Com- 
pany, New York. 1939. 118 pages, 5x7%4. Price, $1.50. 

Professor Aubrey is a pronounced experientialist. He does not get 
his theology from the Bible but “out of the stuff of which human life 
theology is born.” (P.36.) “The early Christian records are themselves 
built out of Christian experience, . . . and ever new insights born of 
Christians’ experiences enlarge the system.” (P. 72.) The experience 
theology presented in this book is of the extreme liberal type (“From 
humanism I gained a recognition that religious values root in human 
striving and questioning”); it follows that the “Christian faith” here 
described is concerned only with ethical aspirations and the fulfilment 
of moral duties. —It will interest our readers to hear how Professor 
Aubrey accounts for the theological attitude of our Synod. “As the 
immigrant groups become established in the United States, disputes will 
arise as to whether they are to maintain their distinctive cultural stream 
or to merge in the general current of American national life. In churches 
this appears first as a controversy over language. Shall the mother 
tongue of the immigrant group be used in worship and preaching, or 
shall American be the language? The controversy among the Lutherans 
in the 1820’s comes to mind, in which Samuel Schmucker almost turned 
the tide in favor of the American language and a liberal pietism, only 
to be overwhelmed by the influx of German immigrants that began 
in 1830.... The theological result was a tightening of the bonds of 
the old faith. These churches” (Lutheran, Reformed, Scottish dissenting 
bodies), “which in the mother country had been well established, became 
sects in America and with the usual conflict psychology of the sect pro- 
ceeded to sharpen their lines of distinction from other bodies. This 
often meant that they became fixated in loyalty to an old faith which 
was being modified and modernized in the old country. The Missouri 
Synod Lutherans came to be more conservative than the Lutheran Church 
in Germany and even sent missionaries back to the old country to over- 
come ‘defections’ there. In this way the stress of maintaining racial 
solidarity led to theological reaction.” (P.96f.) —In some instances we 
agree with Professor Aubrey. For example: “Should the Christian 
leader declare his faith in honest simplicity, giving his credo without 
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argument to make it plausible, or should he try to find some common 
ground where he and the non-Christian meet and build upon that his 
apologia for the faith he holds? Are we through with apologetics, or 
are we not?” (P.62.) The answer is given on page 70: “When revela- 
tion is made plausible by reason, not much remains of the authority of 
revelation.” — “The chapters of the present volume were originally given 
in substantially their present form as lectures at Eden Theological 
Seminary.” TH. ENGELDER 


The Story of the Bible. Retold from Genesis to Revelation in the light 
of present knowledge for both the young and the mature. By 
Walter Russell Bowie. The Abingdon Press, New York, Cincinnati, 
Chicago. 557 pages. Price, $3.00. 


The rector of Grace Church in the city of New York has written out 
the story of the Bible. At times he uses the Authorized Version, at 
times the English Revised translation. Graphic phrases he has culled 
from the translation of Dr. James Moffatt, and then again he will express 
a thing in his own words. 

In his introduction he explains his attitude to the Bible. He con- 
siders the Bible of singular importance. But this importance he ex- 
presses in rather weak language. He writes: “But the singular power 
of the Bible is found in the fact that it has brought an answer which 
comes closer home than any other answer seems to come.” He prefers 
the verdict of a geologist to that of the Bible. On this point he writes: 
“The geologist can tell us more accurately how this earth was formed 
than the Book of Genesis can, and the anthropologists can deliver us from 
the mistaken literalism with which we used to read the story of Adam.” 
Of the Bible in general he writes: “The Bible is like the maps which 
were drawn by the first intrepid explorers who set out from Europe to 
discover the New World, which no living man then had seen save with 
the eye of faith. ... The outlines of the new-found continent seem to 
our later knowledge so inadequate and so quaintly crude that we smile 
to look at them.” Of the writers in Holy Writ he declares: “Not all 
the pictures they draw are accurate.” Of a story in the Book of Judges 
he declares that “it is better to forget it than to recount it.” Of the 
Gospel narratives of the birth of Jesus he writes: “Some of the things 
they tell perhaps are not so much objective history as a lyric effort to 
account for history.” While the writer supplies abundant evidence that 
he has either failed to read accurately the account of the Scriptures or 
has not carefully remembered what he read, yet he criticizes the Word 
of God as erroneous, whereas he offers his own opinions as infallible. 
The illustrations in color, of which the book boasts twenty, are well 
executed. 

Altogether we see no reason for publishing a book of this content. 
The book is supposed to be popular; i.e., it was certainly not written 
for scholars. But Dr. Bowie’s diction and style are not nearly as in- 
teresting and attractive as those of the Authorized Version of the English 
Bible. It seems that he wishes to impress those who do not believe 
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the Bible with the fact that, after all, we may learn something of value 
from its narratives. Even at that, it is better to read the Bible than to 
read what some inaccurate writer tells us of its content. 
M. S. Sommer 
Strangers on Earth. By Sverre Norborg. Augsburg Publishing House, 
Minneapolis, Minn. 152 pages, 54%x8. Price, $1.00. 

The author presents a series of eight pictures of strangers on earth, 
who were such because they were heroes of faith. In masterly style he 
points out some of the practical lessons all Christians may learn from 
the lives of these men, who lived and died millenniums ago, whose 
memory still flourishes because of their exemplary faith and piety. 
While the reviewer thoroughly enjoyed reading the book, it seems to 
him that the Christ-centeredness of the faith of these men of God should 
have been stressed with greater emphasis. Their faith was based not 
merely on God. The faith of Enoch was centered on the promised 
woman’s Seed; like that of Noah, on Him who was to comfort mankind 
concerning their work and toil on the accursed ground. Hannah’s faith 
looked forward to the Lord’s King and Anointed, whose horn was to be 
exalted by the Lord. In the story of Job no reference is made to Elihu, 
who played so essential a part in strengthening Job’s faith by calling his 
attention to the Redeeming Angel, One among a thousand, who found 
a ransom, so that man is delivered from going down to the pit. We 
feel that such references would have added to the value of this inter- 
esting book. Tu. LAETSCH 


The Bible Revelation of the Holy Spirit. By John B.Kenyon. Zon- 
dervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids, Mich. 159 pages, 544x734. 
Price, $1.00. 

The author of this monograph is a Baptist minister in Montana, and 
his book an effort to delineate in a simple, yet fairly complete way the 
doctrine of Holy Scripture concerning the person and work of the 
Holy Spirit. A Lutheran misses the necessary emphasis on the means 
of grace, through which the Holy Spirit performs his sanctifying work, 
a clear presentation of what conversion is and how it is wrought by 
God in the human heart, and, above all, the proper stress on the sola 
fide, which is central also in the teaching regarding the Holy Ghost 
and His spiritual operation. (Cf. the Third Article as explained by 
Luther.) Yet in many respects this monograph is a remarkable study — 
serious, largely Scriptural, and presenting a fine Christian viewpoint, 
which is radically different from the superficial, ungodly theologies 
presented by Modernistic writers. The book proves that there still are 
earnest Christians, who are vitally interested in Christian doctrine. 

J. THEODORE MUELLER 

Corner-Stones of Faith. By J.M. Stanfield. Wm.B.Eerdmans Pub- 
lishing Co., Grand Rapids, Mich. 227 pages, 54% x8. Price, $1.50. 

This book was written by an earnest Christian layman of the South- 
ern Methodist Church who for nearly thirty years conducted the men’s 
Bible class in the Sunday-school of his congregation. As the writer 
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says, the work is the “result of my topical study of the Bible for nearly 
thirty years.” The little popular dogmatic presents in a general way the 
viewpoints of positive Methodism and rejects the vagaries of Modernism 
throughout. On many points the writer, of course, departs from the 
doctrinal stand of confessional Lutheranism. He defends inspiration but 
does not insist upon verbal inspiration, the Bible being “without doc- 
trinal error and a perfect moral guide” (p.18). The doctrines of the 
Holy Trinity, the deity of Christ, His vicarious atonement, and salvation 
by grace, however, are presented in accord with the ecumenical Chris- 
tian creeds. His presentation of the doctrines of repentance and the 
new birth lacks in clarity, though here he emphasizes contrition and faith 
(the latter conceived as personal trust in Christ) as the essentials neces- 
sary for salvation. But Baptism is only the “rite or ordinance by which 
persons are admitted into the Church of Christ” (p.142), and the Lord’s 
Supper “reminds us of the source and fact of our salvation. By par- 
taking of these feasts, we covenant with God and bind ourselves to the 
terms or conditions of salvation which God has provided in Christ” 
(p.150). The author therefore does not regard the Sacraments as means 
of grace. He champions the current views on millennialism and the 
conversion of the Jews; and these errors are to be deplored. 
J. THEODORE MUELLER 


Wer ijt der wahre Gott? — Chriftlides Familienleben. Verhandlungen der 
Synode der Ev.-Luth. Freifirdhe bet ihrer 54. Synodaltagung in Planig- 
Zwidau, 1938. 86 Seiten 5349. Preis: RM.1.25. Berlag de Schrif- 
tenberein8 (€. Klirner), Zwidau, Sacdhfen. Man beftelle urd das Con- 
cordia Publishing House. 

Dies ift der Bericht unferer Schwefterfirdhe in Deutfdhland, der neben den 
intereffanten Gefdaftsverhandlungen die beiden im Titel genannten Bortrige 
iiber 31ei jeitgemafe Gegenftinde enthalt. Pfarrer Heinrid Stallmann behandelt 
in iiberaus praftifder und padender Weife da8 chriftlidhe Familienleben. Man 
oundert fic, wiediel AWuffehlug tiber allerlet Fragen, die in engerem oder weiterem 
Bufammenhang mit dem bebandelten Gegenftand ftehen, gegeben wird. Beim 
Lefen diefes Berichtes drangt fic uns wieder die berzeugung auf, dak die in 
unfern Tagen fo vielgefdmabhte Bibel nicht eta nur eine Sammlung veralteter 
Unfchauungen ift, die feinen praftifden Wert mehr haben fiir das gwanzigfte 
Jahrhundert, fondern felbft in den verworrenen Verhaltniffen unferer Zeit unfers 
Fubes Leucte und ein Licht auf unferm Wege ift, das uns geigt, wie jung und 
alt ihren Weg unftraflics gehen fann. — Der jweite Vortrag, von P. Hermann 
Cifmeier, fiihrt un8 in der erften Bhefe den neuen GotteSglauben in feiner freden 
Unmapung, aber aud) in feiner ganjen Armut und Oilflofigteit vor Augen, 
bandelt dann in der ghweiten und dritten Thefe von der natiirliden und der 
riftlihen GotteSerfenntnis und geigt in den lekten drei Dhefen, dah die rechte 
Erfenntnis de§ Wefen$ und der Cigenfdaften Gottes das ewige Leben ift. Diefer 
Vortrag ift aud) im Separatdrud erfdienen und gum Preis von 50 Pfennig er- 
haltlih&. Dem Shnodalbericht ift als freie Bugabe ein Verzeichnis der von 1877 
biS 1938 abgehaltenen Synodalfigungen der Freifircde und der gepflogenen Vehr- 
berhandlungen beigelegt. Wir hoffen, dah viele Lefer fich diefen Beridt anfdaffen 
werden. Theo. Laitfad 
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Youth Marches! By Daniel Poling. The Judson Press, Philadelphia. 
196 pages. 544x734. Price, $1.00. 


Youth’s Problem No. 1, or: Friendship, Courtship, and Marriage. By 
Alfred L. Murray. Zondervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids. 
206 pages, 5X74. Price, $1.39. 


These two books are purposely placed side by side, chiefly on account 
of the great contrast which they afford. The first book is a great dis- 
appointment, in spite of occasional brilliant passages, for it is permeated 
with modernistic conceptions, which fall far short of presenting the facts 
concerning the meaning of Jesus in the life of the believer. One is com- 
pelled to place queries on too many pages to be satisfied with the result. 
On page 21, for example, in speaking of the goal of Jesus’ life, the author 
cannot rise higher than to this statement: “He hastens to establish the 
dignity, the sacredness, the divinity, of human personality.” The whole 
section entitled “I Will Be Christian” does not establish the relation of 
the believer to the cross of Calvary but weakly says, at the end, that 
Christianity is to become “as powerful as the prayer of the righteous 
and as sacrificial as Calvary’s cross.” The “world’s only sufficient Savior” 
is mentioned on page 34, but only with a reference to the “abundant life.” 
Nowhere in the book do we find the essential truth of Christianity as it is 
needed for young people, namely, that Christ is not merely a comrade 
and leader but that He has come to save men from their sins, not by 
example but by substitution.—It is a distinct relief to turn to the 
second book, in which the author in 18 chapters, full of powerful and 
epigrammatic statements, gives young people advice concerning their 
conduct, especially with relation to friends of the other sex, specifically 
in courtship. Some of the chapters are truly brilliant in their pres- 
entation of fundamental thoughts, regarding Christian behavior. The 
headings of the chapters are challenging, as, for example: How to Gain 
Respect; Making Life Meaningful; How to Face Disappointments; 
Making Friends with Strangers; Some Tests of Friendship. Above all, 
the book is permeated with the thought of Jesus, the Savior from sins, 
as when the author states (p.99): “Men often fail in their prayers 
because they fix their attention upon their sin and not upon the Savior. 
A forgiven sin does not exist, so why mention it? Fix your attention 
on the Redeemer, and you will become conscious of Him.” It is a truly 
wholesome book and will be studied with profit by all leaders of youth 
as well as by young people. P. E. KRETZMANN 


A Quiet Talk about the Old Book. By S.D.Gordon. Fleming H. Revell 
Company, New York. 45 pages, 442x7%. 

This is a little gift-book, which through its attractive exterior and its 
large, superb type, each page containing approximately merely 100 words, 
at once captivates the reader. Its contents may be described as a glow- 
ing eulogy of the Bible, arranged under a number of suitable heads, like 
“Culture and Literature,” “The Universal Book,” “Picture Language,” 
“Chronology, Geography, and History.” Not so much the furnishing of 
specific information as the stimulation of thinking about the glories of 
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the Bible is the purpose. In the last section, where “choice” is spoken 
of, to avoid misunderstanding, this reviewer would like to see a sentence 
added to the effect that by nature man is unable to accept the Gospel 
invitation. W. Arnot 


The Christ. By A. Wendell Ross, D.D. Fleming H. Revell Company, 
New York. 222 pages, 54%2x8. Price, $2.00. 

Harmonized studies of the gospel records such as this book is in- 
tended to present are to be welcomed. The author, pastor in Coffey- 
ville, Kans., submits wherever possible, that is, wherever there are several 
accounts of an event, in parallel columns the various narratives for easy 
perusal. However, the book is not simply a gospel harmony, but in addi- 
tion to putting before us the pertinent gospel accounts, it presents a dis- 
cussion of various important phases in the Savior’s life and activities. 
Critical questions are not investigated; the volume has altogether a prac- 
tical aim. Applications of the truths taught are interspersed. At times 
sentences occur that cannot be endorsed, such as this one (p.33): “It 
seems to be only too true that preachers are tied to dogma, to a certain 
extent man-made, not the Gospel of Jesus Christ.” This statement needs 
modification and explanation. In my opinion the work of Christ for us 
should have received greater emphasis. W. ARNDT 


Cruden’s Concordance to the Old and New Testaments, Unabridged. By 
Alexander Cruden, M.A. Author’s original edition, with his own 
full-line references unshortened. Fleming H. Revell Co., New York. 
618 pages, 8X11. Price, $2.00. 

For more than a century and a half Cruden’s world-famous Con- 
cordance has been used in all countries where English is spoken by both 
ministers and laymen, and it is still regarded as an indispensable Bible- 
reference help by hosts of Christians. Of special importance in this 
Concordance are the original word commentary, showing various signifi- 
cation and derivation of words, and the suggestive synopsis of important 
topics, providing outlines for private study. Though somewhat out of 
date in determining the connotations of words (the work first appeared 
in 1737), Cruden’s Concordance is still one of the most helpful books in 
a pastor’s library and has the reviewer’s fullest and heartiest recommen- 
dation. Unfortunately the type is very small and indistinct, so that stu- 
dents with poor eyes can hardly use this edition for any lengthy study. 
A list of proper names in the Old and New Testaments has been added 
by Rev. A. Jones. J. THEODORE MUELLER 


Peter and His Lord. Sermons on the Life of Peter. By Clarence Ed- 
ward Macartney. Cokesbury Press, Nashville. 247 pages, 5734. 
Price, $1.75. 


Sermons from the Miracles. By Clovis G.Chappell. Cokesbury Press, 
Nashville. 224 pages, 5x734. Price, $1.50. 


Thou Art the Christ! By Bert Brower. Zondervan Publishing House, 
Grand Rapids. 156 pages, 5<734. Price, $1.00. 
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The Magnetic Master. Evangelistic Sermons by Southern Baptist Min- 
isters. Compiled by Alfred L. Murray. Zondervan Publishing 
House, Grand Rapids. 159 pages, 5x734. Price, $1.50. 

We list these four books together, although not published by the 
same publisher, because they are characteristic of the better type of 
fundamentalist preaching in America today. The authors have, in part, 
yielded to the present-day tendency to choose striking themes, as “Peter’s 
Never-answered Question,” “The Whiner,” “The Art of Not Paying Atten- 
tion,” “The Top or the Towel.” But the majority of the sermons present 
the truth in a simple, evangelical way, the best of the four books in this 
respect being that of Brower, which contains sections of remarkable 
beauty and power, although he, as a Calvinist, would hardly be expected 
to bring out the glory of the Sacraments. In Murray’s collection of ser- 
mons there is one, “What’s the Harm in Dancing Anyway?” which will 
repay careful study a hundredfold. Chappell has excellent material 
throughout his book but makes a concession to liberalism on p. 197, where 
he says of demoniac possession: “According to the belief prevalent at 
that day, she is possessed by an evil spirit.” Macartney’s sermons exhibit 
the same excellencies that mark his previous writings. It is surely en- 
couraging to find statements like these: “A Church without a creed is 
nothing. ... Only a Jesus who is the eternal Son of God can redeem 
man from his sin; only the divine Christ can be the object of our hope 
and our worship.” (P.25.) While we cannot, on the whole, recommend 
the form of the sermons contained in these four books, we certainly 
rejoice over the fact that most of them are in full accord with the truth 
of Scripture. With preaching such as this, souls are bound to be won 
for salvation. P. E. KREtTZMANN 

BOOKS RECEIVED 
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The Shepherd of All. “The Twenty-third Psalm.” "nes 
by George M.Lamsa. 86 pages, 3x5. Price, 50 cts., postpaid. 

From the Judson Press, Chicago, Kansas City, Los Angeles, Seattle: 


Is This Religion? By Frank B. Fagerburg. 191 pages, 57%. 
Price, $1.50. 
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